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TTP7 II- WR 3-^T-T^ng- (ii) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

STTTcT Wc6H eft ( TSTT Mdldil eftt tfUcM ) £KT RTT) Rfd; FIT FTff^rf^TcF 3TT^T 3f(T 3rfSRJERTT^ 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


RTtT Mdkdil 

( Ic*tT1*i Ocnii^ fgvrFT) 

M 'fe#, 15 ^TTl, 2016 

RTT.3TT. 1618.—3tR ill4)'J| R + H % 3Tfirf^TfT, 1981 (1981 RT 61) # STRT 6 #PWTT (1) 
% RU¥ (¥.) KPT RUT srf%^ft RT WPT TRT fTT, Vsfl-M 0,d<v£KI, RsiPlPsId WT f%RTR 27.07.2016 

7T cfk Rf # 3prfsr % fpTT TT^T frfrf 3ftr ur4H R + l-H % (PRTf) % f^TR WR t f^TR f 

(i) 3PTT WT PRTC 3n^fFT, 

WTST ^7STT TR ffp f%WT, 

WRRRT, 

f^%TPRR r l 

(ii) flR PRTC 3TRR tR- pRr, 

ffrT tR f^ + lRdl (RFlRpfl- tR- ><pT =PldNMd) fwr, 
dHdldl PW, 

pRrRFT, -H'-hNK, t^TRR-500 022 

[m P. 7/l/2016-R)3Tf-I] 
did Id IN TFT, 3RT fRr 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 


(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 15th July, 2016 

S.O. 1618. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (e) of sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the National 
Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development Act, 1981 (61 of 1981), the Central Government hereby appoints the 
following persons to be the Directors on the Board of Directors of National Bank for Agriculture and Rural 
Development (NABARD) for a period of three years w.e.f. 27.07.2016 

i) Additional Chief Secretary cum Agriculture Production Commissioner 
Food Security and Agriculture Department 

Mannan Bhavan 
Government of Sikkim 

ii) APC & Secretary to Government 

Agriculture & Co-operation (Horticulture & Sericulture) Department 

Government of Telangana 

Secretariat, Saifabad, Hyderabad - 500 022 

[F. No. 7/1/2016-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

M ffft, 20 nf, 2016 


cFn-.srr. 1619.— Tiff fff fr R+h srf&lPMB, 1981 (1981 61) ft stttt 6 ft tt- 

srm (1) f (*r) teet tt wet ter |tt, VsTm bctr, irrdih ftnf If % wRfr , 

U.d^KI, ft TT^-.3TR. wet f TRET TT ft 3TR. Tifft, , ’Hlffld ffipf If ft TEft ffjff ft Slff^W 

ft d I -0 G f 3TSTRT SHlf 3fT%sff TEE, ft ft Tjff ft, Tiff fff ff TTlffl ffhET If (EEITf) f fffEE WW 
f fd+lPl + fffSHE ETffR TTft fl 

[TT. TT. 7/2/2009-ff-I] 


dldldf TFT, 3TET T#TE 


New Delhi, the 20th July, 2016 

S.O. 1619. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (c) of sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the National 
Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development Act, 1981 (61 of 1981), the Central Government, in consultation with the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby nominates Shri R. Gandhi, Deputy Governor, Reserve Bank of India as part-time 
Director on the Board of Directors of National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD) from the date 
of notification and until further orders whichever is earlier vice Shri H.R. Khan. 


[F. No. 7/2/2009-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

f ffft, 22 inf, 2016 


E7T.3TT. 1620.— "dlTfld T%T If (THEjfrft If) Slfftfui, 1959 ft Sim 25 ft TT-STTTT (1) f TEHT 
(E.) UTl TERT Sltfft TT TUmi TTE |Tt T-R+R, 0.d^KI, ft ffffr ^TER, ff%?HE, ffff fETf ffwi, 

ffr ffM ft gft fft fff f TRET TT, dcEM TTET f fr 3Elf antsff THE, T%T If THE f 

fff SHE Tpr^R f TK+I'O dlHtfl fff EETlffr Trff tl 

[TT. TT. 6/3/2012-ff-I] 
dldldf TFT, 3TET TlffT 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2016 

S.O. 1620. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (e) of Sub-Section (1) of Section 25 of The State 
Bank of India (Subsidiary Banks) Act, 1959, the Central Government, hereby nominates, Shri Mihir Kumar, Director, 
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Department of Financial Services, Ministry of Finance, as Government Nominee Director on the Board of Directors of 
State Bank of Hyderabad with immediate effect and until further orders vice Ms. Annie George Mathew. 

[F. No. 6/3/2012-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

M ffrrt, 22 FJoTli 2016 

^T.3TT. 1621.—' GfNfH ff (TRST IffH TWT) 1970/1980 f if? 3 f (1) f HFT 

TffcT twit wft (TWff TT 3T^r TT^ stcfFtTf) 3lff PldH, 1970/1980 ft STITT 9 ft RT-STRT 3 f WS (^) 
£TTT TFRT TT WFT ^T^ fTT, Vfld HRFR, TyT^RT, ff% ft Hi HU ft % TRUT (2) if RftRy °dfrM)' 

ft 7RF HTT°ft f TRTR- (3) if RftRy f THTH HT TRUT (1) if ffftffe #ff if dc+M TTHRr % fR 

3FRt 3TT%sff IFF, RRFTft HiHtcfl f)t?FFRTf^RF HRft |:- 


1 . 

2 . 

3 . 

'-Mid ^IdH «l=b 

ft 3 Ff%TT fRR WFft, 3 RR 

RfN fmrfflTRT 

ft HddVI THU 

^Rdd «l=b STIT) ^Qdl 

ft RT^T ’JTTR ftp-I, FFJFF HffT, 

Rfld WFfWHT 

ft 1 hR j $hu 

t^THd fldO-fM 1 + 

gff XTtft tsfff Rjff 

^RffWT 

ff. 'HIHIT Nl'Jd 


[TT. FT. 6/3/2012-fft-I] 
did Id IN FFT, 3THF Tfn 


New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2016 

S.O. 1621. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b) of Sub-Section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of The 
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby 
nominate the persons specified in column (2) of the table below as Government Nominee Director of the Banks 
specified in column (1) thereof, in place of the persons specified in column (3) of the said Table, with immediate effect 
and until further orders:- 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Punjab National Bank 

Shri Anil Kumar Khachi, Additional Secretary, 
Department of Financial Services 

Shri Madnesh Kumar Mishra 

Union Bank of India 

Shri Madnesh Kumar Mishra, Joint Secretary, 
Department of Financial Services 

Shri Mihir Kumar 

Indian Overseas Bank 

Ms. Annie George Mathew, Joint Secretary, 
Department of Expenditure 

Dr. Alok Pandey 


[F. No. 6/3/2012-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

M ffrft, 26 FJoTli 2016 

cFTT.3TT. 1622.—<1 fid$d % (TUTH ffr irftf TWT) T#TT, 1970/1980 f W? 9(2) f RT-FT? (^) f 
HTH' TfeT Idv+lO Wff (TWff sufl fR fTTHT) 3jff PMH, 1970/1980 ft STRT 9 ft RT-STRT 3(3t) 
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£RT ^ ?lffff TT WET Tmt fTT f^ff *mFTT, Lid£RI, ft (^FR - ffff: 10.08.1968) ft 

ft sifsrgw ft crrftw f ff ^if ft sprfsr f Ret 3tw m4 snfff tut, ft ft Tff ft, ftftf^r If 
3TTT TTTf f Rtf?FF f *Rft fWTTT (Tiff TOtf) fft f fclff fd+lRl'T fT-HTTUft fff?FF 
Trffcr^rftt i 


[m f. 6/51/2015-ff-I] 


dldldlN TFT, SFpr ffj 


New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016 

S.O. 1622.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 3(g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of The Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominates 
Shri Sanjay Kapoor (DoB: 10.08.1968) as Part-time Non-official Director under Chartered Accountant category on the 
Board of Directors of Oriental Bank of Commerce for a period of three years, from the date of notification of his 
appointment or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 6/51/2015-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

f ffft, 26 Icf, 2016 

^T.3TT. 1623.—<1 fid$d If (nfsi ff ^rftf ^WT) T#R\ 1970/1980 f f? 9(2) f TT-fr (R) f 
Tffr If+i() frft (murff m srfr 4 k fmn-) srfff^rR-, 1970/1980 ft srm 9 ft mr-srm 3(?s) 
^RT JETT ?lffff TT #T Tift fTT f^ff HTTTT, 0.d<i£KI, ft 3lffr mf (R^T ffff : 28.12.1954) ft "Rift 
ffjff ft srfipjw ft cnftw % ff ft sift f fflT 3T4RT 3Plf 3TT%&ff rm, ft ft Tgf ft, ^ft If f 
fff?FF 7PRR f Rdft IlITP (Riff 3TTTff) fft f fcFf f?l=hlRl=h fT-HTTTft ffflR ETtfr Tmft fI 
TTft ffjff ^ft If f ft# f TTTTR ff f ’jf f?PT If ff. f RTTWT f TT f ^lf PTR- 
TT f aTSRsff ftftl 

[TI f 6/49/2015-fff-I] 
dldldlN TFT, 3-FJT ffl 


New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016 

S.O. 1623.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 3 (g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of The Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominates 
Shri Anil Sharma (DoB: 28.12.1954) as Part-time Non-official Director under Chartered Accountant category on the 
Board of Directors of UCO Bank for a period of three years, from the date of notification of his appointment or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. His appointment is subject to his resignation from the Vice-Chairmanship of 
Keshav Sahakari Bank Ltd. before joining the Board of UCO Bank. 

[F. No. 6/49/2015-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

f ffft, 26 lef, 2016 

cFn-.3TT. 1624.—Clfl M $d If (rrfsr fr nftf RTfST) T#R\ 1970/1980 f f? 9(2) f RT-fR (R) f 
?tft ffr If +i() frft (Twfr m srfr 4 k stdruj) srf&iRqB, 1970/1980 ft srm 9 ft mr-srm 3(?s) 
£1TT HTT ?lffff m WET Tmt fTT, tfpiTRE, 0.d<i£KI, ft flTR fm 3TWR (R^T ffff: 01.06.1962) 
ft mrft ffjff ft Slffgw ft dlfd f ff ft 3lf% f fflT 3J W Wl4 3TT%9ft RT, ft ft Tff ft, If 
3TPT wftm f fffm jpmr f Rdft fmw (mff aunff) fft f fcFf famiffp fmmrift fff 
dlifd T^ftfl 

[RI. f. 6/40/2015-ff-I] 
did Id IN TFT, 3R ffE 
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New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016 

S.O. 1624.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 3 (g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of The Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominates 
Shri Gopal Krishan Agarwal (DoB: 01.06.1962) as Part-time Non-official Director under Chartered Accountant 
category on the Board of Directors of Bank of Baroda for a period of three years, from the date of notification of his 
appointment or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 


[F. No. 6/40/2015-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

# f##, 26 FJoT# 2016 

cFn-.3TT. 1625.—FlfffTl % (TFT fr T#f TWI) 7#R\ 1970/1980 f WS 9(2) f FF-#F (^) % 
TIFT T#T If Fl(] Wft (FFFTT TT T#! 4 # SFrnq) 1970/1980 # STF! 9 ft FF-SIFT 3(T5) 

TTTT TFT Frffff T7 WFT F# ^TT, ##T TR+K, 0.d<^KI, ft ftTFTH 3TWFT (TR ffff : 08.06.1968) ft 
ft# ffjff # siffgw # TTf# f ftr Tf # srrfsr f fftT stttt tf, ft ft Fff ft, If 

TTF 47FT? f ff#TF TFFT f TT# flTW (T#f TFTF#) fft f fl# #4 FI Pi F tR-TRT# fffTF 
Hlifd F#tfl 

[FI. f 6/42/2015-fft-I] 


W## TIT, 3TTT ffl 


New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016 

S.O. 1625.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 3 (g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of The Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominates 
Shri Deendayal Agrawal (DoB: 08.06.1968) as Part-time Non-official Director under Chartered Accountant category 
on the Board of Directors of Bank of Maharashtra for a period of three years, from the date of notification of his 
appointment or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 6/42/2015-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

# f#ft, 26 IFlf 2016 


TiT.3TT. 1626.— TTftFfT If (T#T 4fr T#f FWT) 7#R\ 1970/1980 f 1# 9(2) f FF-#F (TT) f 
TFT T#T If+I'd Wft (FFFRT FT Ffr fr ffTF) 3TffffFR\ 1970/1980 # STFI 9 # FF-STFI 3(T5) 
TTTT TFT #fff FT #1 F# fTT ##F fRFR, 0.d^KI, ft f. FJ (Rj ffff: 09.10.1965) # FT# 
ffrff # ffgTTT # TTf# f ftr FT # ST## f ffr 3TFFT 3TT#ff TF, ft ft Fff ft, ##TT 
#TFf#T If f ff#TF f TT# #TTF (T#f 3TFTFcf) fft f frfr 4 TFT#TF fr-TTFT# ff#TF 
Hlifd TFftfl 


New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016 


[FI. f. 6/46/2015-ftft-I] 
TP## TT, 3TTT TffT 


S.O. 1626.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 3 (g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of The Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominates 
Shri K. Raghu (DoB: 09.10.1965) as Part-time Non-official Director under Chartered Accountant category on the 
Board of Directors of Indian Overseas Bank for a period of three years, from the date of notification of his 
appointment or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 


[F. No. 6/46/2015-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 
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M fff, 26 2016 

RT.3R. 1627.— TlfNfR % (WJ RR R#f TOT) Tffj, 1970/1980 % WS 9(2) f RR-fR (R) % 
RTR Tfel wfr (RWRT RT 3lfR RR fcRR) 3lffffTR\ 1970/1980 ft STRI 9 ft RR-STRT 3(?5) 

^RT RRf 3Tffff RT Wf TRf ^TT, fflR OTRR, RT^gRl, ft ffjR 'JRR ftW (OTR ffff : 24.10.1964) ft 
rt# ffrff ft sif^g^n ft cnftw Hftrw ft srrft f ffrr surf- snfff tot, ft ft Tff ft, ift^R 

If f ffflR OTRR f TRft RRTRR (RTff 3j + lfdd) fft f 3RFTR f?l4lPl4 fT-7TTTTft fffRR TTffT 
TRftfl 

[RT. f. 6/45/2015-ff-I] 
ql I HI cl IN TFT, 3TR ffl 


New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016 

S.O. 1627.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 3 (g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of The Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominates 
Shri Vijay Kumar Goel (DoB: 24.10.1964) as Part-time Non-official Director under Chartered Accountant category on 
the Board of Directors of Indian Bank for a period of three years, from the date of notification of his appointment or 
until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 6/45/2015-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 


f ffft, 26 lef, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1628.— If (WST 3TR Rftf RWT) iff, 1970/1980 f f? 9(2) f RT-RR (R) f 

RTR Tffl If+1-0 frft (RW1T TT RfT fr 3RTOT) sjffffRR-, 1970/1980 ft STRI 9 ft RR-STRI 3(?5) 
£RT RRT ?ltfff RT #T TRct fR, fffr RTR, Rf^gRT, ft Rf(OTR ffff: 01.02.1959) ft 
RRft ffjff ft arffgw ft RlftR RftTRR ft 3Rf|f f fflT 3TW 3RRT 3TT%?ff RT, ft ft Tjft ft, WTR 
f^RTR If f fffRTRFT if RRft RRFFR (Rff 3TRlRfe) fft f 3RFTR fd+lpM- tf-OTRlf fff^lR 
RTffcl TRft f I RRft ffjff WRT If f flf if Rif RR TRR TRR f ’jf ^jf fffRT RffitR RT. ff. % 
RR% RTR-RR f RRlftR ftftl 

[RT. f 6/47/2015-ff-I] 
Riff TFT, SFpr ffj 


New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016 

S.O. 1628.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 3 (g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies 
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of The Nationalised 
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby nominates 
Shri Mahesh Baboo Gupta (DoB: 01.02.1959) as Part-time Non-official Director under Chartered Accountant category 
on the Board of Directors of Punjab National Bank for a period of three years, from the date of notification of his 
appointment or until further orders, whichever is earlier. His appointment is subject to his resignation from Board of 
Spurt Capital Services Pvt. Ltd. before joining the Board of Punjab National Bank. 

[F. No. 6/47/2015-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 
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( TT3F7 fTTFT ) 

( 771§r 7T Tfi ) 

% %%, 18 R7%, 2016 

% 58/2016 

777.377. 1629.— 7%T7SnT7 ft 717 + 1-0 f %7 l/cf^K'l 7^ 37% f%77 7777 | ff f7 H<*\< 77T7 

377777 f%7777%, 1962 (777 f%7777%) % fifTR 57 3% 57. f 777 7%7 377777 37%PM7, 1961 (777 
srf&lPl^-H) ft 87777 35 ft 77S77T7 (1 ) f 777 (ii) f nflddlf %% Tl/ff f%777 %S77 T% 377%8777 7%T77, 
%/,l% (%7> TTTTTTTTanf 178lf.) 7777 %t?r ft ftsrrnr 7f 2016-17 3% ^rit 3777 ft 377% f %tt 
R nPited 9 ift f 3T?ffT 377778777 77^777% if %t “ffHR+iM-M 7%7 37777 sfr % : 777” ft %% if 

377%1t7 f%77 7777 |, 7777: :- 

(i) SFJRTFfr 7777 ft 7777 73 % 77 7T%7 3dlR + 377%87T7 f %7 ffrr dl^ll; 

(ii) SFJRTfer 7777 3777 7777 777% 37777 W Hl%ftd wff f 77877 % 3?1lR + 3R%777 
ftTTT; 

(iii) 31^% f% 7777 ^iPk. 377%S777 f 1%TT 7777 7777 77% f 7787 if 3777 %§T Tffrf 7%77 
%77 377778777 =F 7 R f ffrr 7777 71% 7%f % ft, %% W777 7ff% ft 777 37%ft77 ft 87777 
288 ft 77-87777 (2) f T7F%7TTT if 777 7%77ft7 ffft WTW % %§T 7%ST7 7777R7 3% 
777 37%t%TT ft £7777 139 ft 7787777 (1) f 3777% 3TT7 ftr%t 77c[7 777 % f%77 ffft 77 
77 WIW 7777 ft%77 R rR 11% d 7% ^T77S7%7 %77 7%S77 %777 777% if %T7%777 TWf 
77% 3TTRRT STTJW 37777 3T77R7 f%%77 ft 77^77 7%77; 

(iv) STJRtffTl 7777 %77f%7 377778777 f %R 7777 777 777 7T^777 77% 77 37777 f%7 7%77 3% 

3lf7d %77 %tS77 %T77 f 777 7%T 7%ST7 7777 ft%77 7TR77%77 f%7 ft 77ft 777^77 

f%TI 

2. % 7T7RR ^ STTjfTR- RTW t %ft ft 31^f|ftd %72R> 

(R) fORTR 1 f RT-fORTR (iii) f W 7%7%77 37777 %77 fff wt f 3777777 7^777 f; 37R77 

(^) tWTR 1 f R7-%HJI4i (iii) f W 7%7%77 377% tW7 7%ST7 %T77 777^77 7% f 3777777 7^777 
|; 37R7T 

(7) %T77T7) 1 f '7 T 7-%T77777 (iv) if W 7%7%77 %77%7 37%£7R f %R 777^77 777 T% 77^77 
£7777% 77 ftW7 777^7 7%7 if 3777777 7^777 f; 37777 

(7) 3777 3T77f£TT7 TTWriff ft 7777 77 77 %77 f 37777 ^7% 37%£777 TTWTTTf ft 77777f%7 
7ft 7777 7777 f; 7777 

(7.) 777 ftTRTTft f ftTR 57 3% 57. f 777 T%7 777 3T%ft77 ft £7TT7 35 ft 7787777 (1) f 
WS (ii) f 777877% f 375^7 Tff ftHT 777 7777 7777 7% 7%77l 

[77. 7. 203/33/2015-3TF.7.17.-II] 
%%cT 7% 37-7f77 
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(Department of Revenue) 

(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES) 

New Delhi, the 18th July, 2016 

No. 58/2016 

S.O. 1629. —It is hereby notified for general information that the organization M/s Indian Institute of 
Science Education and Research, Mohali (PAN:- AAAAI 1781K) has been approved by the Central Government 
for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with Rules 
5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules), from Assessment year 2016-2017 and onwards under the 
category of “University, College or other Institution” engaged in research activities subject to the following 
conditions, namely:- 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its 
enrolled students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain separate books of accounts in respect of the sums 
received by it for scientific research, reflect therein the amounts used for carrying out research, get 
such books audited by an accountant as defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of section 288 of 
the said Act and furnish the report of such audit duly signed and verified by such accountant to the 
Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having jurisdiction over the case, by the 
due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts 
applied for scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall 
accompany the report of audit referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization 

(a) fails to maintain separate books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; 
or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations received and sums applied for scientific research 
referred to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of section 
35 of the said Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 


[F. No. 203/33/2015 -IT A-II] 
ROHIT GARG, Dy. Secy. 

M ffft, 2 3JW, 2016 

■tf. 64/2016 

eFT.3TT. 1630.— TT^TTSTHTT ft 'dM + l'O f %tt PcT^R] ^ f%4T ^TclT | ff +R+K £171 

311W fttWRft, 1962 (7TT PMHM41) % ffTR- 57 3% 57. f 7T7 7%T sirTR srfalPMB, 1961 (777 
srf&lPMB) ft srm 35 ft twti (1) f if? (ii) f yfMnif frrf srrcfft ffsTR Rtsrr st^tstr- htttt, 
’jf (fT:- TTTTTTTTanf 1546 #.) 7 R 7 * 7777 ft ftsrrnn 7 f 2017-18 3 f|T ^ft 377 ft STTfsr f %7 
RnPited $Trff f srftr 3757717 Tiptwnft if fff7 stttt 377 tttr” ft fft if 

SRJRTFfl ffn 7T7T t, 7T77: 


(i) SRjfrffcl 7777 ft 7777 71% 77 77717 ^dlPiT 3RJ7S1T7 f %TT ffTT 7IW1; 

(ii) sEpfiffi tttt 3 m wr *khT stttt wth nmiffd wff f ttstr 7 %ipj+ st^tstr- 




[RFT II-RFR 3(ii) ] 
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(iii) RRRR 3?llPlR R^RSITR % f%TT RTTT RFR RtRT % RRSf R RFF «rf|Ft T#FT 
f^TRF R^FSITR RRR % f%TT Tl1% R^lff F# ft, f^ft IRTRT wffFf ft RRR Rl^FR ft STTTT 
288 ft RR srm (2) f FRfteRRT R RFT ffFTf^T ffft WTW % RffSTT RRTRjFT RlT 
RRR STf^FR ft STITT 139 ft 3WI (1) f RTFR RTF R F7 41 RRF ft f^RT ffff RF 
T^ fRTW RTTT f%f^FR FTFTftR RjR RTRTSlftR RRRT RftSTT ftff FTRR if g^rrf^TT TW{ 
RTF' 3FFRT FTJRR RFFT 3FFRR f^TR ft TFr[R R^RTT; 

(iv) SRJRTffR RFTR tRTffF SFJFSITR f f%F RRR RTF RFT RFRR TTf?T RR RFF T#FT FIT 

RRfRR RJT RftSTT ffrtf f RTF FRT R^tSTR RTF fff^RR FFTTplR ft f%RRR ft Rtt RFJR 
RFFTI 

2. fR FTRTT F|T FRFTRR RTRF f fft Rff SRJRtffR FFFR:- 

(R) twiR 1 f RR-^TTFTR (iii) f FFT Rfwrf%R FFF tw RffRT WR f FFRF TfTRT f; 
FFFT 

(F) tOFTR 1 f RR-fRFTR (iii) f FFT Rf^rf%R RRft FIT RftSTT ftftf RF[R RTF f FFRF 
T^RT |; FFFT 

(R) r C KJIR 1 f RR4TTFTR (iv) f FFT R^RffR tFTfRR FRTTSnR f ftR TFR RTR R-R RFRR 
SrRTrRT RR f%RFF RR^R RTF f FFRF R^RT f; FFFT 

(R) RRR SRjtSTTR RRR RFTRT ft RRRT RR RT ^RT | FFRT ^F% F^FSITR RRR RFTRT ft 
RTRRftR Rff RTRT RRRT f; RRRT 

(R.) RRR ftRRTRft f ftRR 5R RF 5R. f RTR R“fTR RRR STftftRR ft SITRT 35 ft RRSTITT (1) 
f FT (ii) f RTRSTHT f FR^R Rff ftRT RRT RRRR RRR Rff RRRT I 

[RR. Tf. 203/38/2015 -3TT.RT.lR.-II] 

F%R Rff, RR-RfRR 


New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2016 

No. 64/2016 

S.O. 1630. — It is hereby notified for general information that the organization M/s Indian Institute of 
Science Education and Research, Pune (PAN:- AAAAI1546E) has been approved by the Central Government for 
the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with Rules 5C 
and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules), from Assessment year 2017-2018 and onwards under the 
category of “University, College or other Institution” engaged in research activities subject to the following 
conditions, namely:- 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain separate books of accounts in respect of the sums received 
by it for scientific research, reflect therein the amounts used for carrying out research, get such books 
audited by an accountant as defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of section 288 of the said Act 
and furnish the report of such audit duly signed and verified by such accountant to the Commissioner of 
Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing 
the return of income under sub-section (1) of section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts 
applied for scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall 
accompany the report of audit referred to above. 
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2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization 

(a) fails to maintain separate books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations received and sums applied for scientific research 
referred to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of section 35 
of the said Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 


[F. No. 203/38/2015-ITA-II] 
ROHIT GARG, Dy. Secy. 


Hai<n4< 

(TTWt.cft trwt) 

M ffft, 2 33W, 2016 

cFn\3TT. 1631.—IMHPlR 3TR fffdld 3#ranR (WT RR ftR) f 3#rfwT, 1948 (1948 RR 41) ft TIE 2 f 
lira: (ri) f 3pprraT r strr i 

ff REFR E1ET f fdMIE, ftEIR f ft FlfEf%EH, WT 3TJEFT 3#TRTR sftr ft WE R7ER ET?!, 
RtHW SffEFT 3#rant RR ffnf 2 3EEE, 2016 E EsHERi RRERR 3 #[RrR f ft RT flRd* ERlff f ff%E f %tt 
ET ffRET REctt t I 

[R. 4330/01/2016] 

RR1RI Rra, RR RfRR (RRfET) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

(CPV DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2016 

S.O. 1631. —Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular 
Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints (1) Shri Habiburrahaman, 
Assistant Section Officer and (2) Shri Shyam Kumar Saha, Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in 
the Embassy of India, Riyadh to perform the Consular services with effect from 2nd August, 2016. 

[No. T-4330/01/2016] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 


cuiMr), eilcb R>|ch|ttri rTSJT h'sum*! 

( Rl [ii* ffr R%$TUT fRRRT ) 

M ffft, 5 3ERE, 2016 

RFR.3TT. 1632.— fs RTRET, ff?ft ff?tR WTER RffffRR, 1946 (1946 RE EffffRR R. 25) ft 
srm 6 % rtr RftjR srm 5 ft ER-srm (1) ^m err Rfmff re rete Rmt p; ^rrwra cim etrrt, p 
R-KMR ffc 3TTRRT RESET ff'RTR, Tpft ft REEff % ffrtR7 28 Rfr, 2016 ft EfffERT 
R. 10/ftElffN1 Cfl 04-1016/2016 2258 f ERE Tim R <E4 < f +441ffff, f^REE fRTT RET ETlfE PiffctE 
ft Rtf ERTRi WT RfT TRET TER E RffsTE ETER E REEETft ft ft, ft 4 HO Ed EETrsft f ft ST E 
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FI SIT n'-M/UI n ffe=ff SIR 3TWsff TR RHU^I RTfe % feiT feifet ftfel ’jf^T’T *RFFT % RRfef 

^rfrRrf afk sifsfeR £tw rr f%RR tt ^ snwi im rr rr# |i 

[RR R - . 228/08/2016-ii.Rtfe.-II] 

rrf. 41. ^rnf, rrt ■hP^ci 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1632.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No.25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Jharkhand, Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Department, Ranchi vide Notification 
No.l0/VIVIDH-1016/2016 2258 dated 28 th April, 2016, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of 
the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of the state of Jharkhand to investigate the role of State 
Government Employees who had processed the matter relating to grant of mining lease for iron ore to M/S Usha Martin 
Limited, the abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with the said offences and any other offences in 
the aforesaid transaction. 


[F. No. 228/08/2016-AVD-II] 
L. P. SHARMA, Under Secy. 


RjT*«n!cr iiRcm iuug-u 

(twt tjr mRcik ohMiui fgirnT) 

RrfRURR 

fe fc#, 3 Rfe, 2016 

RR.3R. 1633.—fR fRRPT fe RfRRFRRT R - . \-12012/736/2015-Rfe-I felfe 15.12.2015 7FRT RfelRF WtR 
RFjffeflR RfetR 3 jMwt, 1956 (1956 RTF 102) fet RTR 11 fet RR-RTR (2) RJR RRR RPttdl RTF WT RRR fir, feR 
R7RRR WIr 3TT5l%n RfelR R wfe RFfe RRR 3jfRfe[R fe RRR SPjqfe R, PHHrdPteld 3TR RRTFRR Rife t, 3JRfa 
RRR 3Rpjfe #- 

‘feffeRJT RF %11 rMRFRFRR’ (RRRR 3) RtH RT 3#fe “RRRTRR ERFRR feRTR RRRR, fet ifR^” R RR8J 
RJTSt (RFRlfeRF R ftRKRF 3TFRfR fWTR/'Hiy.RlfRcL sfefR ffelJR) 3fe Rife (RRqfefeife) 3J#cll RFRRIWR 
3TF^f%H 3felT felt RR RR RERTTFR RfefFRF RRRR, RR) IJIR^ ^ RRIR RRTRTT Rife RfefFRF RRRFR, fefeRK 3 
R%fecF feR RR ^1RF ^ RRR 3 FTRRfel RR[R>R ffelR RRRR, RRt RTR RRR feft I 

[RR. R. \-12012/736/2015-iife-I ] 
fefefe. RR, R^JRR RfRR 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 3rd March, 2016 

S.O. 1633.—In continuation to this Department’s Notification No. U-12012/736/2015-ME-I dated 
15.12.2015 and in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the Section 11 of the Indian Medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the 
following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

In the said Schedule— 

Against “MGM Institute of Health Sciences, Navi Mumbai” under the heading ‘abbreviation for Registration’ 
(column 3), the MD (Social & Preventive Medicine/Community Medicine) and MD (Pharmacology) qualification shall 
be a recognized medical qualification when granted by MGM Institute of Health Sciences, Navi Mumbai in respect of 
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students being trained at Mahatma Gandhi Mission’s Medical College, Aurangabad instead of MGM Medical College, 
Navi Mumbai’. 

[F. No. U-12012/736/2015-ME-I] 
D.V.K. RAO, Under Secy. 

M fcft, 3 ^T, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1634.—'RTCcffa 'iTFjff^TR mPtk 31^^4^,1956 (1956 TT 102) ft STRT 11 ft RT STRI (2) 
^TTT P7RT siffuff TT WR W fir, iMl, 'HUflP STT^ffsTR- tPtp? % WW 3PP STfsrfrRp ft 
T«FT SUpjfT if, RnPlf^d, str ff-gR TRft srfR:- 

3vP T«FT 3TpTjpft n ‘PMdl TTTT STT^ffsTR 3 t|tT’ [ff% SPR TiFTR (2) WIW| ^Iffp f 

3lftT “ff.I^rftSTR RTTPsp f%7TR- Ppdfq-iiMP, ffTPTWT, 3TT£T T%ST” f ffm sjftR IffffR f TRTR sfrr ‘ 

M'41+UJ| % f%TT ff^nt+WUI’ [ff% inf 3TFT TTRP (3) W f] % ftfsR nffflt f ffsi if 
sirfiparrfftiffn ^io,4i. srfrT:- 

(2) (3) 

ffw 3TPT t|QRh (^44<l4) ftPR (^RtR) 

Tpp HMdl TTTT 3TT^f%TT apf^lT ftft RR ^ 
TTGWI fpfsT, H-iU, if pf$TfsR ffp 

wff f ffsr if 'Md-Cl, 2012 ff PT WR if 
ff.I^rftSTR RRR ffSTET ffvjf4-i||H4, 
ff^PTWT, 3lt?T 7RH ^TTT iRP ftftl 


ffc 1. 
2 . 
3. 


fft ft Pi PFPPT STfsFPtPR- 5 pf f f%TT ^prft sfr wf PR 1RRT dfi^TI qwc|MI ftHTI 
HMd I f‘dflTW Ui’ft y[>.4l pff ftft ft d Md I PPR PRf f f%tr ^rnj|tft |l 
3Tf%T PMdl TT PRP % HfkVJ| pTRTR if ffw Rff pr qRuim RRR, ffpWR PR % ffffp 
3TSrtWEFP flf if P%?T «R ft PHRII 


[TT. f. \-12012/736/2016-P3f-I] 
srfrTTI fpRR, 3P=pr TTfpp 


New Delhi, the 3rd June, 2016 


S.O. 1634.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956(102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:- 

In the said First Schedule against “Dr NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijaywada, Andhra Pradesh” under 
the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)] after the last entry and entry 
relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration” [ hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following 
shall be inserted, namely:- 


_(2)_(3)_ 

“Doctor of Medicine (Cardiology)” DM (Cardiology) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Dr NTR University of Health Sciences, 
Vijaywada, Andhra Pradesh in respect of students 
admitted at Narayana Medical College, Nellore on or 
after 2012). 



[4FT II-TsFS- 3(ii) ] 


4T4T 44 4444 : 3444 13, 2016/4144 22, 1938 
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Note: 1. The recognition so granted to a Postgraduate Course shall be for a maximum period of 5 years, upon which 
it shall have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award of recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admissions 
to the concerned Postgraduate Course. 

[No. U.12012/736/2016-ME-I] 
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy. 

M ffft, 30 p4, 2016 

44.34. 1635.—3TT^f%TB-Tf^ 1956 (1956 44 102) ft STITT 11 ft 44-81471 (2) 

£TTT 4444 SlRdfT 44 4%T4 4>T% fTT puf U 4^4 %T4T £T7T 2015 ft fe dlR+l (P|Rh) f. 

23292, 21654 28615 % ffrfr 8.4.2016 fk 29.4.2016 ft f%tr 44 t ffurf % 3T47TTC if f^ TTT44T, 

4l J fl4 3TT^fffTR 'iP'-K % WRff 417% 47F STf^f^RT ft 444 3FT^fl if, PlUpJpsM, TfftSFT 44ff 

surfer:- 


47F 444 iFpjfl if ‘4F44I 4T4 4%4T’ ?fN% % STSfrfT [4444(2) if] “%T4 T4TU4 ffsTR 

f%gf%UT44, f S4JT, %T4” % 4T4% 3tf%4 4f%f% % 44IF4 fir ‘fft444 % ffrr rft^rfrfFTW’ [4444(3) if] % 
TfffsFT 4f%f% % ST if fwffffd 3f4:74Tf%4 f%4T 4TWT. 3T%Rf:- 

J2)_(3)_ 

%44T 3TPT irf%f%4 3%T %474T 3%T 4fft THR ft. ft. FTf. 

(4^ TT4 4F44T 4T4 3TFjf%5rT4 apfwT frfft 44 4^ 
4F4T4T7 %f%44f 4%%4 4% %44 444, 4dfl4-i, 
%T4 if 4f%f%4 ffrr 4 TT wft % ffsr if 2010- 
11 4% 2011-12 ft 4T 4T4 if (100 W4 44441) 
%T4 44T724 ffsTFT f%4f%4T44, %T4 

444 4TTT 444 ffftl 

[44. 4. 4-12012/79/2015-43%-I (4T4-2)] 
ft. ft. f. 44, 4f44 4ff4 


New Delhi, the 30th June, 2016 

S.O. 1635. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), and in compliance to the orders dated 8.4.2016 and 29.4.2016, of Hon’ble High Court 
of Kerala in W. P. © Nos. 23292, 2154 and 28615 of 2015, the Central Government hereby makes the following 
further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely;- 

In the said First Schedule against “Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur, Kerala” under the heading 
‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [in column (2)] and under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration” [in column 
(3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:- 

(2) _(3)_ 

Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor of Surgery M.B.B.S. 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Kerala University of Health Sciences, 
Thrissur, Kerala in respect of students of batchs of 
2010-11 and 2011-12 (100 students each) being trained 
at Malabar Medical College and Research Centre, 
Calicut, Kerala. 



D. V. K. RAO, Under Secy. 
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M f^rt, 5 2016 

FTT.3TT. 1636.—F KfM FTjfFFTF qRtK 3 tR)RMF, 1956 (1956 FT 102) ft Sim 11 ft TF-STITT (2) 
FTO TFF FfrFFf FT WET Tf fF, f^ /-KF-R, FI/flF FPjffFTF '1P M 1 % WRF? FF% FFF FfiffftrT ft 
FFF SEJTjft f, PlHPlPld, FR mf tSET FFrft f, FFfF : - 

FFF FFF ST^Jjft f ‘HMdl TFT FPjffFTF FfFf [Prf FF% FTF FTFF(2) F^T FFT ft] f 

FsftF “FT. FFftTR FFTPSF ffsITF ffFFPFJTFF, fFFFFTFT, 3FFFFF” f FTFF fRUr Tffftt f F9FTF FR 
‘fflT/'JI f pTF Ff4P)FF'J|’ [ff% FF% 3TFT FTFF(3) WTW|t FFfsfF Tfffft f FFF t PlHPlPld 
FFiFFTffF ffTT FTTRIT FFfF: - 

J2)_ (3) _ 

“FTFTT 37FF fftPlF (FfFFF t)fd) l|dT4)4l) (ff^T ^f)tidi4)41) 

(F|T TT^ FFFTT FTTT FTFffFTF Ffrr ftft FT F^ 

FFTFFl fftFFT FTFF, H"HK, F FPtfstF ffrr 
FTT wff f FFST f FFFft, 2012 ft FT FTF t 
FT. TTFft3TR TFTFSF ffsiTF fwfFFFTF, 
fFFFFTFT, FIF TFT FTTT TFT ftftl 

■HpRdR f%rft (FffFFT t|dd)i|dl4)41) FF. ftlRT RlPlFM tHdlUdlfl4l) 

(F^ TT^ FFFFT FTTT FfFT ftft FF F|T 

FFTFFI ffFFF FTFF, H~HH, f FptfstF ffrr 
FTT wff f ffsr f FTTFft, 2012 ft FT FTF f 
FT. TTFftSTR TFTTSF ffFTF fwfFFFTF, 
fFFFFTFT, 3flF FFF FTFT TFT ftftl ” 


FtF: 1. fft ft Ff FFFFT FfifFTTF 5 Ff f pTR ftft FIT FH% FTF FFFT FftFTF FFFTFT ftFTI 

2. FFFFT f ‘HfkWFI’ ft TffFl Fft ftft Ft FFFFT FFTF FTF f pR TTFjftft f I 

3. FFfstFHMdl FTFFFf h4I + /u| TFFFT if f%FFTT|pf FT, HP 'J| I -H TFFF, ffTFFTF FFTt FFptF 
FFPFTFF ftf F FFFT FF ft FFRITI 

[FT. F. Fr 12012/736/2016-TTf-I] 
Ft. ft. f. FT, 3TF7 TTfFF 


New Delhi, the 5th July, 2016 

S.O. 1636. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby 
makes the following further amendments in the First Schedule of the said Act, namely 

In the said First Schedule against “Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijaywada, Andhra Pradesh” 
under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)] after the last entry and 
entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration” [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the 
following shall be inserted, namely 

(2)_(3)_ 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Medical Gastroenterology) DM (Medical Gastroenterology) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijaywada, Andhra 



[HFT II-RPR 3(ii) ] 
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Pradesh in respect of students being trained at Narayana 
Medical College, Nellore on or after 2012) 

Magistrar Chirurgiae (Surgical Gastroenterology) M. Ch (Surgical Gastroenterology) 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted 
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijaywada, Andhra 
Pradesh in respect of students being trained at Narayana 
Medical College, Nellore on or after 2012)” 


Note: 1. The recognition so granted to a Postgraduate Course shall be for a maximum period of 5 years, upon which 
it shall have to be renewed. 

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award of recognition. 

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admissions 
to the concerned Postgraduate Course. 

[No. U-12012/736/2016-ME-I] 
D. V. K. RAO, Under Secy. 

M fe#, 27 FJoTli 2016 

RT.3R. 1637.—iRdchJd RPR fRz f^RZ RfRRH RzJ%RH RZ ftzuf rRiPMr, 2008 
(2008 RT 19) ft STTTT 24 f RsftH R#, 2008 ft RRRT RH% RS'RTR RRTR’" : TR if*ZZqZ 3TFF7 RUR f^RR 
RfRRH Rzjf RR ttz f^T#, RRJR-0 RTTI RRTR ft Rf ffRtff^R r|httt FTCcftR 

hPtK RfsrffRR, 1956 f WFR ’RFRRT RFR SUfcIT’ RTft ^IR^fl Rfr RRR R 

‘RFRRT RFR RTjffRTR RfRT’ [fftt ^R% RTR RTHR(2) RRT RRT |] f RsftR f RTRR fffR Rffflt f 

RFRTR RF ‘HflTWRi % f%TT RfFfttRF'R’ [ff% ^R% RTR RTRR (3) R^T RRT |], R RtFFI RTft Rlfft 

(2) (3) 

fRRR RPR rQRH rF fRRT RPR Rfft FR-.ft.ft.PlT. 

(Rl[ TRR RFRRT RFR RFjffRTR RfRT Rift RR 
RRT^RTTTRr tfesjZ RTF RFZ i)^R,d fR+M 
TT^f^IR RR fFlf, RR|%ft R RFlfFR WRf f 
RRST R Rft TFRTH RFR RRR ftftl) 

rFfRTT RfoD (RTffRt-Rftf^Ri TTR Hfft) tTR.ffRR (RlH'd'l-RKpIR ttz Rfft) 

(R^ TTRt RFRRT RFR RfRT Rift RR 

R1T RRTfFRFT tfFzTJZ 3#R RFZ RftpZT 

p^f rr ttz fFrf, RR^fft R rRtF^tr wrt f 

RRST R Rft RTRTR RFT RRR ffftl) 

“■HpURK f%RFft (^Fftft)’’ TTR.TffTTR 

(R^ TTRt RFRRT RFR RFjffRTR RfRT ftft RR 
R^ RRT^RRTR tf^TSJZ RTF RFZ il^Pd f R+M 
PpFjf RR ttz ftrpf, RR^fft R RfRlf^TR 5RRT f 
RRST R Rft RTRTR RTTT RRR ffftl) 
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“■HpIRR RroH (RTf hRR)” 


RRgR RlRl'M ^RIUdHRfl)’’ 


“hRwK RrgR (l|RuR+ ?tRR)” 


“^RWK f%^0fT (HlRiT hRR)” 


“HRWK RroH ('JjRdRRnR hRR)” 


“HRWK RroH ('Hpl+^ SIH + m'IRI)’’ 


>> 


TR.tRtrt (rR hRR)” 

(TR TR HMdl TTR STR^RR SlfWT RRf T^Sf 
TR ^RTRRR 4RiR!R RnTTtR i)^0d 
TRjR^R TR R^R, RrRR R TlfRfsR wRf % 

TRST R S?R Rrr £TTI ^ ftrfti) 

TR.RRrT (^PlTH 

(TR TR HMdl TTR STT^ffSTR- 3 t|wt tRR 

tr wr 4RiR!R RhtRr: %ftTR 

TRjR^R TR R^fR, IR^-O R irfRfsR wRf % 

RRsi R iRt RtRR ^TTI ^ fRRl) 

TTTT.tRtR (>}QuiR+ hRR)” 

(TR TR HMdl TTR 3TRfR5rR SlfWT RRf ^R 
TR RfRR iRd<h|d 3TPT RlR ij^Od Rft^R 
TRjR^R TR fRlR, ’RjRR R TlfRf§R WR R 

TRST R ^Rt RtRR £TTT ^RT fRftl) 

TR.RtTRT (Rfff^R R3ff0” 

(TR TR RRcTl TTR 3TPjff?TR 3T|TT RlRf TR 
TR RTTIRTH iRd<h|d 3TPT TlR ij^Od ilQ+H 
trtjR^r tr RttR, R ^rRif^R wRf R 

TRST R ^ft R^TT £TTT ^ fRftl) 
tr.Rttr (^Ptii^Rnfl ttRR)” 

(TR TR TTTRTT TTR 3TT^ff5TR ST^WT RlRf ^R 

3TPT TlR ij^Od ilR+H 
TRTjR^R TR RrR ^%fr R ^tRTRR WRf % 

TRST R ?Rt WH £TTT ^ fRftl) 

TR.RTTRT ('HRi+'H 3IM+TRI41)” 

(TR TR TTTRTT TTR STT^ffsiR 3T|TT #Rft ^R 
TR 3RTRR ifRdd«|d 3TPT RR TrftTR 

trjR^r tr ft^R, rrRR R ^tRtRr wRf % 
TRST R fRt HTSTR RTf ^ f(Rtl) 

rtR (+T^h141)” 

(TR TR HMdl TTR 3TRf%R 3l|wT #pft ^R 

TR TRIRR 4Rd.d^d SITE RR R^tr RftTR 

TR5%?R TR RrR, ’JrRR R ^rRrRR 5?RT % 

trst t rR Rtstr ^TTT ^ ftRt|) 


“RTR 3TPT RntRT (RfffrrfRRR) 
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“totor top ifftfror (+4114+H *4i+T414))” 


“5TW 3TTT7 Tlflt^T (+444+^ + IR1+T414))” 


“+T++r top 41414+ (f44)4+T4)4i)” 


“+T++< tort 41414+ (414 u,14+ +4114+H 4 tor)” 


“+T+d< top 41414+ (^44141)” 


3TT+7 41414+ (+4114+H |wt444t)” 


top41414+ (414+h to++T4141)” 


M 


Rroff (+4114+H ^+T4141)” 

TT^ TTT+Wr TORT TO^TOR TORT 4l4t TOT 
5RT^ if4i<h|d TOP RPR 4^1+ 414+H 
rri%tot ftrof, if Rf4fsR w4f % 

totst if ^ff totort tort tort ff4ti) 

41tor- (44114 +h +1+1+1414))” 

TT^ TTFTOn TORT 31I^14?IH SffcTT 4pff TOT 

tot toitfRtoh tort rpr to^tr 414+h 

pr^tot pro ftrof, if Rf^fsRr w4t % 

TOTST if l4t TOTOTO TORTTOTOT ff4tl) 

41tor- (14 414+T 4141)” 

(TO^ TT^ RM + I TORT TO^TOR TORT TTOff TOT 
TOfT TOTOTTOTR if4d<h|d TOP RPR 4^1+ 414+H 
pr^tot tt^- f^p#, 1+14(1 if Rf4fsTTT wwt % 
TOTST if l4t TOTOTO TORTTOTOT ffiffl) 

ffroq- (+4114+H ^+T4141)” 

(TO^ TT^ RI >■+ +1 TORT STT^ffsTM- TO^TO TO4f TOT 

TOT TOrTTOTOR 414++1+ toprTto: 44 , 4 ,+ 414+r 
PR^TOT Jpg' f4^r4, ^^4(1 if Rf^rfsR wfi % 
TOTOT if l4t TOTTORT TORT TOR ff4tl) 

Rpff (^44141)” 

(TO^ TT^ R M R | TORT TOjffsrR- TO^TO TTFff TOT 

TO[ tottottotr iRdchjd top rTr 4^1+ 414+h 
pr^tot tr 1+444 if TrRrf^RT w4f % 

TOTOT if TOfr TORTTO TORT TOR ff4tl) 

ffTOR- (+4114+H ^r 1 44141)” 

(^ top rrrri tort TOjffsrR- srfro 4pff tot 
TO[ ^tto^totr 414dci^d top rtr 4^1+ 414+r 
pr^tto tr fkw$, 1+144 if TrRrf^RT tort % 

44sr if TOff TTOTOR TOTT TOTOT ffiffl) 
ffTOR- (414 +h 3fi++T414))” 

(^ tt^ rkr + i tort 3hi14?ih srfro 4r4f ^ 
^ srfro tRr: 4^1+ 414+h 

ttri%?t+- vj 1+444 if ttRt14rt w4f % 

4tsr if TOfr TTOTO+- TOTT TOTOT ff4tl) 

41tor- (4m-44141)” 

(^ tt^ rkr + i tort 3hi14?ih srfro 4r4f ^rt 
^ ^tto^tr if4idr^d stfro rT?r: 414+h 

ttri%?t+- w ftrof, i+i44 if TrRrf^RT wrof % 
44sr if TOfr ttotor tott totot ff4ti) 


“totor srfro 41414+ (4+T4141) 
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“Tfw ftftiQRh 


“WT FTF hUPh (Wrfwt#)” 


“TfW SITE Ff%fFF (f^Rpfrsft)” 


“WT FTF FRRH (FI^RF^)’’ 


“Tfw site FftRTF (fftf £|Rfh)” 


>> 


flTTR- 

(F^ TT^ HMdl TFT FFjffFTF FfFT TUft FF 

F^T FFFTFFTF FFF TFT i)^0d Ff%FH 

PF5%FF ff RfR, F FRrfsTF WFf % 

FFF F ftft FTFTF TTTT FFF fFftl) 

FF^t 

(TIT FFFFT FFF FfFT FFft FF 

F^T FFFTTFTF tRTFJF FFF FFF i)^0d FRtF 

pf5%ff ttf RfR, ft^fR f fRiRtf wft % 

FFST F tRt FTFTF TFT FFF fRftl) 

FF^t (TTFMFRft)” 

(FIT FT FFFFT TFT F^FT FUft FF 

F^ FFTFTFTF tRTSJT FFF FFT i)^0d £|Rff 

p^3%ff ttf RfR, F fRtRtf WFf % 

HFF F tRt FTFTF TFT FFF fFftl) 

FF^t (fapMlVri^l)” 

(F^ ttf FFFFT FFF FfFT TFfT FF 

F^ FFTIFFTF *Rd<h|d FFF FFT i)^0d £|Rff 
P^3%FF TTF RfR, ’JT^%ft F fRiRTF TSTFf % 
FFF F tRt FTFTF TFT FTF fFftl) 

FF^t (FIFt%RtT£t)’’ 

(F^ TTF FFFFT FFF FFjffFTF STfFT TFft FF 
F^ FFTFTFTF tRTSJF FFF FFF il^Od £|RfF 

p^j^tf ttf RfR, ft^f^ f fRtRtf ftft % 

FFF F irft FTFTF TFT FTF fFftl) 

FF^t (FFTF FftFF)” 

(F^ ttf FFFFT FFF FI^R?IH F^FT TFft FF 
F^ FFTTTTFTF tf^F^F FFF FFF il^Od pR+F 
TF5%?TF ttf RfR, FFJF R F FRiRTF T5FPT % 
FFF F I# FTFTF TFT FTF fFftl) 

FF^t (FfFTTf|FF)” 

(F|T FP FFFFT FFF FI^R?IH FfFT TFff FF 
F^ FFTfTFTF tRTFJF FFF FFF ii^Od pR+F 

p^3%ff ff RfR, pr^Ff^ f fRtRtf wft % 

FFF F irft FTFTF TTTT FTF fFftl) 


“TTFFT FFF RRRrF (^RuRf-H) 
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“5TW RPR i|RRH 


“rttor rpr £|QRh (unTd41)” 


3TTT7 Tlflt^T (TT^1 ^m141)” 


“wt rtr-mRRm (Tr^TfroMt-)” 


RTR i|RRH (^i|dMl41 

%sft^fr)” 


“WT 3TTT7 Rflf^R (+J-^Pl<n RR-HH)” 


“5TW 3TTT7 RflRlR (\f%Rf ^Mfk)” 


TRpft (l^f^T^)” 

(R^ TT^ RPRRT RPR RT^RTR R^RT ffift RR 
Rf RRTfRRTR iRd<h|d RPRRT’R i^Pd £|R+H 

vj f^r#, r rRiRtr w^f % 

RRR R RRRTR sHTT RRR ftftl) 

RRlft ( 'Hld4l )” 

(R^ TT^ RPRRT TOR- RPjffRTR RfRT ftft RR 
R*[ 5RT^ iRdd«|d RPR RPR ij^Pd irftRR 
P^RTR RR ftR^f, ^5%ft R rRtRtR W^f % 
RRR # ^ft RRRTR sHTT KRT ftiftl) 

RR^t (TT^^Ml^l)” 

(R^ TT^ RPRRT HR RPJRrTR RfRT fRft RR 
Rf RRTfRRTR 4Rdd^d RTRRP’R il^Pd irfiRRI 

ttr f^p#, (1 if rRiRtr w^f % 

RRR if f*ff RRRTR RPR KR fRftl) 

RRff (RTWtTfTOMt')” 

(R^ TT^ RPRRT HR RPjffRTR RfRT #Fft RR 
R*[ RRTfRRTR iRdd«|d RPR RPR ii^Pd RfRRR 

ttr if rRtRtr w^f % 

RRR if ^ft RRRTR RTTT KR fRftl) 
ttr RR^t (RRdTRRft RRORT# PR RTTR^T)” 

(Rl[ RR RPRRT RTRT RPjffRTR RfRT fRff RR 
R1T RRT^RTTR ^Rdd^d RTR RPR il^Pd ilR+R 
tt^%?TR ttr f^f, xjRg%ff if RRrRlR WRf % 

RRR if R*fT RRRTR RTTT RRR fRftl) 

TRpff (RTR^t RflRR)” 

(R^ TTR RFRRT RPR RPjffRTR RfRT RFft RR 
R|T RRTfRRTR 4Rdd^d RPR RtTT ii^Pd i)R+R 

pr 5 %rr ttr '^d^R r \ n rRtRir wrt % 

RRST # RRRTR RTTT RRR ft^ftl) 

RR^t (>ftRT RfRRtf^R )” 

(R^ TTR RFRRT RFR RT^f^RTR R^RT RFft RR 
R^ RRTR’RTR 4^dd^d RTR RfRd il^lid i|Q+R 
ttr^rtr ttr f^RR, ’JR^R^t R RfRTfsTR W^t % 
RRR R ftft RRRTR RTTT RRR ft^ftl) 
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“wr 3iro (WTpfoft)” 


FF~it (tFtrtTFft)’’ 


(T^ tt^ FMdl TFT FpqffFTT Ffn FFft FT 
TIT FTFFTTT TTF TFT i)^0d FRtT 

tt^%?if vj ftrr#, if tRiRtt wwt % 

TTST if lift TTTTT TFT TTT fFftl) 


“TFRF TTF i|RRH (Fls&df))” 


“TFRT 3TPT TQRH (HFIH-O iiRRH)” 


“tfrt tQRh (FftrWFff)” 


“TFRT 3TPT ilRRlH (TIT TFFFJFT FT ^pqft 

frFFMf)” 


“TFRF TTF ilQRH (TT^f%F ilRRH)” 


“TFRT 3FTTftfrFT (^jfTTTT i|RRH)” 


> J 


FF^t (Fl^dCl)” 

(T|T TT^ FFTTT TFT TT^f^FTT FfTT FFft FT 
T^ FTFFTTT TTF TFT il^Od FRtF 

tt^%?tt ttt ftrr#, if tRiRtt wft % 

TTST if flff TTTFT TFT TTT fFftl) 

FT^t (MFIf-O irftfrrr)” 

(T^ TT^ FFTTT TFT FT^f^FTT FfrT FFft FT 
T^ FTT^TFTF tf^TSJT TTF TFT i)^0d FRtF 
PT^FT ITT ft^T#, TTT^ff T tRiRiT WTT % 
TTST T Fft TTTFT TFT TTT fFftl) 

FT^t (tftrTfFft)” 

(T^ TT^ FFTTT TFT FT^f^FTT Ffn FFft FT 
T^ FTT^TFTT tf^TTJT TTF TFT i)^0d pR+T 

tt^%?it fr ftruf, ^5%fl T tRtRtt fft % 
TTST T Fff TTTFT TFT TTT fFftl) 

FT^t (TIT TTTTJFT TT FRJTT FTFTTFff)” 

(T^ TT^ FFTTT TFT FT^f^FTT FfTT FFft FT 
T^ FTT^TTTT tRTTJT TTT) TFT ii^Od i)R+T 

pt^tt ttt Firf, tt^tR t tRiRtt wrf % 

TTST T lift TTTFT TFT TTT fFftl) 

FT^t (Tftf^T Tftf^T)” 

(T^ tt^ FFTTT TFT FT^f^FTT FFTT FFft FT 
T^ FTT^TTTT tRTTJT TTF TFT ij^Od pR+T 
pr^TT PT Rtt, PT^tR if tRiRtT T5TTf % 
TTST t lift TTTFT TFT TTT fFftl) 

FT^t (^RTTT Tftf^T)” 

(TIT TT^ FFTTT TFT FT^f^FFT F^TT FFft FT 
T^ FTTF’TTT TTF TFT ffjPT irftTT 

ttf3%tt pt ftrr#, tt^t fl if tRiRtt wrf % 
TTST t Tift TTTTT TFT TTT fFftl) 

TTff (FFTFift Tftf^T)” 

(T^ TT^ FFTTT TFT FT^f^FFT 3 t|tT FFft FT 
T^ FTT^ITTTT tRTTJT sffTT TFT ff^PT Tf%T)T 
tt^%?TT TTT fFr^, TT^fF if tRtRtT TTFT % 
TTST T lift TTTFT TFT TTT fFftl) 


“TFRT TTF FRRH (FFWft TRRH) 
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“5TW RTR Rfft (RRTO Rfft)” 


“RTRTO 3TFF) RRif (Rl'sRilf'lR RR J| N^RMlf!)’’ 


“7TTRT RTTO RR^T (£UH<T|)” 


“RTRT RTTO RRif (STf^ftftw)” 


“RTRTO RTR Rfft (STPr^TH-HT^l^Ti)” 


“5tw 3tpt 7 ffRrfRRft (ffP-MMlfl)” 


“W RTR [Vi'Hl'fl (RTRTOtRTRRfft)” 


“w rtto f^rnrr# (uhm.41)” 


RRTTR (RRRR Rfft)” 

(R^ TT^ HMdl RTOR RFjffRTR R^RT fRff RR 
R^ RRRTRRTR ffesjR RTTO RTto: iplld i)ff+R 

rto^tr RR ftR^, if rRtPr W^t % 

RRST if ift RRRTR RTTT RRR friftl) 

rrttr (3ifTO%f|w ror 4 |n^+h141)” 

(R^ tt^ HMdl HR RTjffRTR R^RT Riff RR 
R|T RRRrRRTR fffRSJR RTTORTto: ip lid i|ff+H 
rto^rr ro? ffrof, rrjr (1 if rPIPr w^f % 
RRR if ^ft RRRTR RTTTRRR fRffl) 

HRIRH pnfi)” 

(R^ RR1 HMdl HR RFjffRTR RfRT Rift RR 

r^t rrutortr siIff rTto: ipMd ilff +r 

ror ffrof, if rRtPtr wwt % 

RRST if R*ff RRRTR RTTT RRR ffftl) 

(R^ TT^ RETORT HR RFjffRTR r|rT fTft RR 
R^ RRT1TRRTR fffRSJR RTTO RTro: ipl|d i)ff+R 

ttto^rr ttr if rRtPtr wrt % 

RRST if R*ff RRRTR RTTT RRR ffftl) 

TTRTTR (RTRRTRRRRrff)’’ 

(R1T tt^ RTORRT RFR RTRffRTR R^RT RRfT RR 
R^ RRT^TRTR RTTO RTro: {piJd RftRR 

RropRR ttr Prof, Rropff if rRtPr WRf % 
RRR if ift rrrtr RTTT rrr fRfti) 

fpR.fT (PPMiPfl)” 

(R^ TTR RTORR1 RFR RTRffRTR R^RT Rift RR 
RR RRFFRTR iRdd«|d RTF RFR {p^ itftRR 
RropRR TTR fpR, RRp^f R RpIpR W^f % 
RRST R I^fr RRRR" rttt RRR fRftl) 

’ftRR.ft' (RTRRtRTRRRfr)” 

(R^ TT^ RRRRl RFR RT^f^RTR R^RT fRft RR 
R^ RRTR’RTR RTRRRR RRrH 

R^%?R TTR pRR, 1 JR^R (1 R RPriflR RRRT % 
RRST R 13ft RRRTR RTTT RRR fRftl) 

’frroR.fr (ronfff)” 

(R^ RTO RFRRT RTOR RI^RrM RfRT fRfr RR 
R^ RRT^RRTR RTTO RTTOT irffRR 

r^%?tr ttr ffro#, ’jR^ffr if rRtPr wrt % 

RRST if R*ff RRRTR RTTT RRR ffftl) 
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“fiTTF 3TPT IVlTflfl (wrf^MTsfr)” 


“5TW 3ITO ffFTFfrft (fFFffffrft)” 


“5TW 3TPT7 Mfl'H (fTMlf))” 


“stw 3iro ff/TFTpft (+4 i1h+t ^hm141)” 


“5TW 3TTT7 ff/TFTPfl (4ff uff+T)” 


“5TW 3ITOffFTFfrft (fRRH)” 


ffFT.ff (+M+M141)” 

(F^ TT^ HMdI TFT FfTT ffft FT 

F^T FTTI T TTF iRdch|d FTF TFT if^Od irflTT 
t^fft vj fer#, if TRrfsrr wff f 

TRST if Tff TFFFT TFT TTT ffftl) 

ffFT.ff (TtflffiFft)” 

(TIT T/F TFFTT TFT FTFffFFT FfTT ffft FT 
FIT FTT1FTFT if^TTJT TTF TFT ^TTT Fft+Ff 
TFjfTT FT ffrpf, TTff -Tl if TlFT%T wff f 
Tffsi if ift TFFFT TFT TTT ffftl) 

’fFTT.fr (fTE-ilfl)” 

(FIT TTT TFFTT TFT FF(ffFTT FfTT ffft FT 
FT FTFFTTF ff^TTJT FTF ffTT if^Od i|ff TF 
TT^%?IT TTT ff*rf, TT^fff if TRlf^TT wff % 

Tffsi t Fff TFFFT TFT TTT ffftl) 
ffFT.fr (TffffTT FP^TTFtff)” 

(FIT ttt TFFTT TFT FTFffFFT FFTT ftff FT 
F^ FTT^TFTT fffTTJT FPF fFT if^Od fff+H 
tt^%?r ttt ffrrf, TT^ffr ff TfFT%T FFTT % 
TFT ff Fff TFFFT TFT TTT ffftl) 

ftFT.fr (fffrffTT)” 

(F^ TTT TFFTT TFT FF(ffFTT FfTT ffft FT 
F^ FTT^FTTT fffrSJT FR ffTT if^Od irflTT 
tt^%?TT fr ff?pf, TT^fft if TRlfslT wff % 

ffST if ift TFFTT TFT TTT ffftl) 
ffFT.ft (frffffT)” 

(F^ TTT TFFTT TFT FT^ffFTT FfTT ffft FT 
FIT FTFFFTT fffTTJT FTF ffTT f^TT irffTT 
T^FFT fr ftrpf, ’JT^fft f TRlfslT wff f 
ffT if iff TFFTT TFT TTT ffftl) 

“fFfffPT IT TFTTTFfff” 

(FIT ITT TFFTT TFT FTFffFFT FfTT ffft FT 
F^ FTT^FFFT ifiTSJT FTF FFT FFTT fflTF 
TT^f^R ITT ffrf, TT^fff f TffrfsTT WTf % 
ffST f iff TFFTT TFT TTT ffftl) 


“frfriFFl IT TFTTTFfft” 
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“FFfrlFRT if £iQ+h 3<m+h141” 


“ifiFtf^RT i|R+F FH + M14)’’ 


(Ff ttfi FFFFT IFF FTFfFFTF FfFT ffiff FF 
FIT FFTfFFTF tf^FSJF FTFT FRF fFJRF FflFF 

ttf^^jf rf f^r#, if FRrfsTF ftft % 

FFF if I^ft FFFTF FTTT FFF ffiffl) 

“FFTflFRT IF FftrffFF ttf IFT^Fff %FT” “ifFflFRT IF Fftf^FF VJ IFTFpft 

%FT” 


“FFTflFRT IF FTffFF RF iRjff 


“FFtf^F IF FRftf^FFT %FT” 


‘%Ftf§PTIF ilfHF ^TJFTIFtFfsff’’ 


“FTFF FTFT FTIF (FftFF FTFt%f%Fft)” 


“FTFF FTFT FTIF (irftFF fib4'M'Ml4'l)’’ 


(FIT TTF FFFFT IFF FRjffFTF FfFT ffiff FF 
FF FFRFFTF ff^FiJF FTF FFF iF^RF itftFF 

rfj%ff rf FF^^ff if FRrf^TF ftft % 

FFF if I3ft FFFTF FFT FFF ffiffl) 

“FFtlFFT IF FTffFF RF IRJTTRf^R^'Ml^V’ 

(F|T R/F FFFFT FRTF FT^f^FTF FfFT ffiff FF 
F^ FFT^FFTF if^SJF FTFT FflF if^l!d i)R+F 
RF3%FF RF f^F#, ff FlFffsTF WFT % 

FFF ff I*ff FFFTF FFT FFF ffiffl) 

“ifFflFRT IF FRftf^FF %FT” 

(FF RF FFFFT FFF FT^f^FTF FfFT FFft FF 
F^ FFT^TFTF iffesjF FTF FFF irfFFF 

RF3%FF FF f^FF, T JFfF ff if FlFffsTF WFf % 
FFF if I# FFFFT FTTT FFF ffiffl) 

“ifFflFRT IF FTfFFF ^FFTFFTFFff” 

(FF RF FFFFT FRF FT^ffFTF FfFT ffiff FF 
F^ FFT^FFTF ifeFJF FRF FFF if^l!d ifff+F 
RF5%FF TfF f^FF, RF^fff if F%fsTF FTFT % 
FFF if I3ff FRFTF FTTT FFF ffiffl) 

FF FFfff (irftFF FfFt%f%3€f)” 

(FF RF FFFFT FRF FT^f^FTF FfFT ffiff FF 
FF FFT^FFTF if^FJF FRF RFF if^Rd i|Q+F 
RF5%?FT RF f^T#, iJF^ff if FRTf^TF wff % 
FFF if I3ff FFFFT FTTT FFF ffiffl) 

TTF TTFfff (ifftFF ftFffFTFfsff)” 

(F^ TT^ FFFFT FRF FTFffFTF FfFT ffiff FF 
FIT FFTfFFTF ifeFJF 3TRTT FRF i|Q+F 

tt^%?TF ttf f^FF, ^5%ff if FfFTf§TF FTFT % 
FFF if ITff FFFTF FTTT FFF ffiffl) 
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“FFFT 3TPTj FTFF fapMF)” 


“FHFT 3TPT WT- 0,-M 0,^1 <f| (FTTsPTFlftFTjfl')” 


“FFFT FPF HTW-0,-M 0,^1 <f| (FTTTT ^FMl41)” 


PIT PTTfft (BQfH PF^TFF)” 

(F^ TT^ FFFFT TFT FPjffFTF F^FT TFfT FT 
FIT FT1F 77 TR iRdd-^d FTF TFT BRtM 

tt^%?IF Vj F TRlf^TT TSTFf % 

FFST F irft FFFTF TFT TTF fFftl) 

FF TTTFft LiBB^-fl (FTWtFTFFFft')” 

(FF tt^ FFFFT TFT FI^RbIH FfFT FUft FT 
F^ FFT^TFFT FTF FFF i^ljd. BQfH 

F^ftf ttf ftruf, tt^f (1 F fRt%t wrf % 
ffst F irft Ftftf tft ttf fFfti) 

FFTTTFft- Lip^cn (FTFTr^FMl41)” 

(FIT TT^ FFFFT TFT FrjffFTF FfFT fFft FT 
F^ FFT^TFTF 3TFT7 FFF i^ljd bQ+H 

F^3%FF TTF ftTFf, ’JTJF (1 F FRlfslF WFf % 
FFF F I# FTFTF TFT TTF fFftl) 


[F. tt-1 2034/03/2014-TTFt-III] 


New Delhi, the 27 th July, 2016 


fr.fr.%. TTF, FFT Ff%F 


S.O. 1637—In terms of Section 24 of Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical Education and Research 
Act, 2008 (19 of 2008), the following medical qualifications granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry on or after May, 2008 are recognized as Medical Qualifications for the purpose of 
the Indian Medical Council Act, 1956 and shall be deemed to be included in the first Schedule under the heading 
“Recognized Medical Qualification” [hereinafter referred to as column (2)] after the last entry and entry relating 
thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column(3)] : 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


‘ ‘Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor of Surgery 


“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Cardio-Thoracic and Vascular 
Surgery) 


“Magistrar Chirurgiate (Urology)” 


“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Neuro-Surgery)” 


MBBS” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Punducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute. 

M. Ch (Cardio-Thoracic and Vascular Surgery)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute. 

M. Ch. (Urology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute. 

M. Ch. (Neuro-Surgery )” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute. 
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“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Surgical Gastroenterology )” 


“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Pediatric Surgery )” 


“Magistrar Chirurgiae ( Plastic Surgery)” 


“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Genitourinary Surgery )” 


“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Surgical Oncology)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Cardiology)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Clinical Immunology)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Clinical Pharmacology)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Neonatology)’ ’ 


“Doctor of Medicine (Pediatric Clinical Care)” 


M. Ch. (Surgical Gastroenterology )” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Ch. (Pediatric Surgery)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Ch. ( Plastic Surgery)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute. 

M. Ch. (Genitourinary Surgery )” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Ch. (Surgical Oncology )” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Cardiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

DM (Clinical Immunology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute. 

DM (Clinical Pharmacology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

DM (Neonatology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

DM (Pediatric Clinical Care)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 
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‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Neurology)” 

MD (Neurology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Clinical Hematology)’ ’ 

DM (Clinical Hematology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Medical Oncology)” 

DM (Medical Oncology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Nephrology)” 

DM (Nephrology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Endocrinology)’ ’ 

DM (Endocrinology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Pathology)’ ’ 

MD (Pathology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Pharmacology)” 

MD (Pharmacology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Physiology)” 

MD (Physiology)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Bio Chemistry)’ ’ 

MD (Bio Chemistry)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)’ ’ 

MD (General Medicine)” 


(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 
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‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Pediatrics)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Bacteriology)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Anatomy)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Anesthesiology)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Microbiology)’ ’ 


“Doctor of Medicine (Dermatology Venerology and 
Leprology)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Community Medicine)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Radio Diagnosis)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Radiology)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry)’ ’ 


MD (Pediatrics)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Bacteriology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Anatomy)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Anesthesiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Microbiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Dermatology Venerology and Leprology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Community Medicine)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Radio Diagnosis)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Radiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Psychiatry)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 
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‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Pulmonary Medicine)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Radiotherapy)’ ’ 


“Doctor of Medicine (Blood Transfusion and Immuno 
Hematology)” 


“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Nuclear Medicine)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Medicine (Emergency Medicine)’ ’ 


“Master of Surgery (General Surgery)” 


“Master of Surgery (Obstetrics and Gynecology)” 


“Master of Surgery (ENT)” 


“Master of Surgery (Orthopedics)” 


MD (Pulmonary Medicine)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Radiotherapy)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Blood Transfusion and Immuno Hematology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Forensic Medicine)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Nuclear Medicine)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MD (Emergency Medicine)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MS (General Surgery)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MS (Obstetrics and Gynecology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MS (ENT)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

MS (Orthopedics)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 
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“Master of Surgery (Ophthalmology)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Physiology)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Microbiology)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Anatomy)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Pharmacology)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Biochemistry)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Pathology)” 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Clinical Immunology)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Pediatrics)’ ’ 


‘ ‘Doctor of Philosophy (Medicine)’ ’ 


“Fellowship in Diabetology” 


MS (Ophthalmology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Physiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Microbiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Anatomy)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Pharmacology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Biochemistry)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Pathology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Clinical Immunology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Pediatrics)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

Ph. D (Medicine)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

‘ ‘Fellowship in Diabetology’ ’ 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 
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“Fellowship in Medical Oncology” 


“Fellowship in Pediatric Clinical and Emergency Care” 


‘ ‘Fellowship in Cardiac and Neuro Anesthesiology’ ’ 


“Fellowship in Clinical Care” 


“Fellowship in Tropical Parasitology” 


“Master of Science (Medical Biochemistry)” 


“Master of Science (Medical Physiology)” 


“Master of Science (Medical Physics)” 


‘ ‘Master of Science-MFT (Microbiology)’ ’ 


“Master of Science-MFT (Cyto Pathology)” 


“Fellowship in Medical Oncology” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 
students being trained at the institute.) 

“Fellowship in Pediatric Clinical and Emergency Care” 
(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute. 

“Fellowship in Cardiac and Neuro Anesthesiology” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

“Fellowship in Clinical Care” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

“Fellowship in Tropical Parasitology” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Sc. (Medical Biochemistry)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Sc. (Medical Physiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Sc. (Medical Physics)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Sc.-MLT (Microbiology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 

M. Sc.-MLT (Cyto Pathology)” 

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when 
granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Post-Graduate Medical 
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect of 

students being trained at the institute.) 


[No. A. 12034/03/2014-ME-III] 
D.V.K. RAO, Under Secy. 
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M fR#, 29 lRTl|, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1638.—FT^fPT STEjfRsTR- iRod (RRTsET) 3fS*n%$T, 2013 ft STTTT 2W> ft ETf-STGI (1) 
£TTI TETF FF WlF'FITf fTT Rtttfi 6 HW, 2013 ft Fl<fN SHI^PsIH iR'-K FE H.H'iTiH ffn W 
«TTI 


RR FRff FTTfR STPjffsTR- 3TfRREm\ 1956 (1956 EE 102) ft STEE 3 ft EE-STEE (1) RRf (IE) f 

SEJWT R W RRfRF ff&cjR-illHfl/^F'OI fRsTET ^TTT IjfRtf 3RJ3TTT PhPjPh ft 

05.11.2018 EE Rt STEfR EE ETeRRi eRee f TREE f R W EfR^EET f EtR RlR ReRRe 

fRETErET |l 

ee, i^tRitt, ee§ee eIRRIee ft srm 3 ft ee-sthe (1) f etesith f R ee tte^ 
ETEI ETEE dc+lRld TEF^E ReTEE f ReTE 9 EHeR, 1960 f ET.ET.R. 138 R RRH RRRjE EeRt 

EPEE :- 


EEIE^E tR hRc|H EHUM HEIEE, ERE fREK ft ReTE 6 EEEG 2013 ft ET.ET. 3325 (E) ft 
sifsrgw eet? fiffiT R^Rsrff R eReeRR f et? eet^eR ReIRe eRR R PhPjPh ft etRe 
Retettt epee 


EE 

R. 

<IH fREK +1 dm 

HlRd ’Hd'M +1 RdHI 

ddd viPhi 

12. 

RHl RvdRFIMd 

FT. eRRt it cbM-TlsHH, -H^ME EFEHE EET 

eeeRR RRthttti Rete, Rett RRee etRe, 

3 hi Pm, Rett 

HMMd am b=PpeR 

R PRPld 


[R. ft. 11013/02/2015-TnRft] 


eRe Rnm, eeteRe 


New Delhi, the 29 th July, 2016 

S.O. 1638.— Whereas on 6th November, 2013, the Medical Council of India was re-constituted in exercise of 
the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3A of the Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Ordinance, 2013; 

And, whereas the Central Government, in pursuance of Clause (b) of sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Indian 
Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and as informed by the respective universities/health sciences universities, 
the following has been elected to be a member of the Medical Council of India for the period upto 05-11-2018 from the 
date of issue of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
Governemnt hereby makes the following amendment in the Notification of the Government of India in the then 
Ministry of Health number S.O. 138 dated 9 th January, 1960, namely :- 


In the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare number S.O. 
3325(E) dated 6 th November, 2013 and amendments thereto, after the last entry and entry relating thereto, the following 
shall be inserted, namely : 


s. 

No. 

Name of the University 

Details of the Elected Member 

Mode of Election 

12. 

Goa University 

Dr. Jagadish A. Cacodcar, Associate Professor 
and HoD, Dept, of PSM, Goa Medical College, 
Bambolim, Goa. 

Elected unanimously by 
Court. 


[No. V. 11013/02/2015-MEP] 
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy. 
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M 29 ^ITf, 2016 

W.3TT. 1639.—iTPjftsTR hRtk (44tSFT) 5TSTTTH, 2013 ft STITT 3^ ft TT-STITT (1) 
^TTT TUTT JflfrRf TT WHT TR4 fTT 6 BW, 2013 ft iTRffsTR tRhT TT ffn W 

«TTI 

3ftr ^Rff ■qrcfft an^TH srf^f^nr, 1956 (1956 tt 102) ft srm 3 ft^r-sTm (i) f ^ (^) f 
SEJWI 4 cf^TT Hfffr TT^I ?PTP f WR^T % RhRRsM 05.11.2018 TTT ft ST^fsT TTT ^TRcfN 
STT^ffsTR tRtr f TTCTT f T^r TrRpT ff^T ^TEIT |ft ff W 3lf&l^HI f ^ift ftf ft ffff % TT'tTpft ftHTI 

3RT, tSBplU, TTfTTT STfsTf^TR- ft STTTT 3 ft TT-STITT (1) f TTRSTET f ST^TTTT 4 f^ *RW TT^ 
£TTT ^TTTTT TTTTTT rk+K-flH T^TT^ 4TTTRT f ffTET 9 ^EuRT, 1960 f TT.3TT.4. 138 4 RRt fftSFT TTft 
|, TRTT: 


t^TT'ot TT^ hRc|h TH|U| wtht, iq-RTT BCTR ft f^TET 6 W, 2013 ft TT.3TT. 3323 (3T) ft 

srfsrgw TETT Ih 4 ffrr ^ 44fsr4f if StRRT TTf4f4 f WT? TT^TT ^l4 44fsET Trffftt 4 RlHplRid ft ?TTf4rT 
ff^T^TTTT, trtt: :- 


WTT 

4. 

<IH fK+K +1 HIP 

HiRH TT 

6. 

4) =n 

4f. Trf4r 4t. et#t, 44t, 4ett oRth thtr, 3 hi Rib, 4Rtt 


[4. ft. 11013/01/2015-Tnrfft(Tn§)] 


srRrr Rhh, STTTTTff^ 


New Delhi, the 29 th July, 2016 

S.O. 1639.— Whereas on 6th November, 2013, the Medical Council of India was re-constituted in exercise of 
the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3A of the Indian Medical Council ( Amendment) Ordinance, 2013; 

And, whereas the Central Government, in pursuance of Clause (a) of sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Indian 
Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and in consultation with the respective State Government has nominated the 
following to be a member of the Medical Council of India for the period upto 05-11-2018 with effect from the date of 
issue of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
Governemnt hereby makes the following amendment in the Notification of the Government of India in the then 
Ministry of Health number S.O. 138 dated 9 th January, 1960, namely ; 


In the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare number S.O. 
3323(E) dated 06 th November, 2013 and amendments thereto, after the last entry and entry relating thereto, the 
following shall be inserted, namely : 


s. 

No. 

Name of the University 

Details of the Elected Member 

6. 

Goa 

Dr. Pradeep G. Naik, Dean, Goa Medical College, Bambolim, Goa. 


[No. V. 11013/01/2015-MEP(Pt.)] 
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy. 
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M f^oft, 1 31W, 2016 


WT.3TT. 1640.— fll Rfft4l STfsrffm, 1948 (1948 4T 16) ft STITT 3 f STcFTH TETH ^ifrRff 4T WET 
4Tct fTT fj 4T4TT, tt^ hRc|H 4^41^1 44M4, 47771 4<4I< ft ffm 24 444-0, 1948 ft 3lfs)tp4l 

f. 4T.3TI. 430 f FFTfRl ffR- fftSFT 4Tft f, STflTT : 


2. ttt sifsrgw f “sun 3 f nr (p f upr PmiRm” ftf f sttfet Tint RmRRm ft frffr: ffn 

^TTWT, 3T4flT:- 


ftfir t, (ff.) 4 -m 4)4 f% inftH, 
ftr fr ffffmT fnft, rnffn 
RR 41 ^mf^TT, nf ffnfh 


RnlRd 


diRdi RPmi ^TFirffn, Tfffnft 


30.11.2015 


pl.f. ft. 12025/144/2015-ftf] 


nftr pr mr, 3 ^ 7 - 


New Delhi, the 1st August, 2016 

S.O. 1640.— In exercise of the powers conferred under Section 3 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948), the 
Central Government hereby makes the following amendment in the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Health and Family Welfare No. SO 430 dated 24th January, 1984, namely : 


2. In the said notification under head “elected under clause (d) of Section 3”, the following shall be inserted 
therein, namely : 


Prof. (Dr.) Saranjit Singh Bhasin Dean, 
Fuculty of Dentistry, Jamia Millia 
Islamia, New Delhi. 

Elected 

Jamia Millia Islamia, New Delhi. 

30.11.2015 


[F. No. V. 12025/144/2015-DE] 
PRADIP KUMAR PAL,Under Secy. 


4)4<HI 44I<H4 

M 8 3IW, 2016 

74T.3TT. 1641.—frfPr 4<4I< f, fpETT SITT4 m (sufl fR ff 414) STfsrffnT, 1957 (1957 ^ 20) 
ft srm4 ft TR-srm(i) % siffr niff, mrif im, wr II, if? 3, TR-fr (ii), cnftn 21 d 44 - 0 , 2016 f 
TETtRET llTCT TTT4TT f ft4TTT 44 M4 ft srfsppHI 7TW 4T. 311.201(31), 4I-0 g 27 3rHTTF,2015 ^TTT, TIT 
3TfspW f TFTTT 3Fpft if RRRut TfffFT if 2.91 fm (TEWT) 4T 7.19 tt^- (mm) m ft ijfR if 
furf 4T ’jfSET wr f am 3ffm ft IpFTT ft ft; 

3TP-, Vf 4 4 <41T 41 4^ HRTSTR' ft W ff pi 3rffp4Hl f fmT STJI^ff if fffftl T4T f 

wrif fl44i srffrsrn^rf; 

3TTT:, 3ET, f^fp 4<4I< T47T 3Tfs)R)44 ft Sim 7 ftTWn(l) ^UT KT ?lffmf 4T #147% |TT, 
fmT 3Fpft f^ffri2.91 f47T(mm) n 7.19 tpi? (mm) EFT 4Tvft T(ff 4T TIT ET f 3Tfsf4TT 41 
srfr 4rf ft, sm sum ft gw fft f i 
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ffFF 1 : w FfsigFFT f FsftF FTF fF f flTF! FW £4H<H/ FRftFtgF / f)gF(FTi/ft)/fpft#t p? 
f/flf U(FTR-XI)/78, FrftF 5 Ff, 2016 FFigFF, ffFT FtfT (FTTFF) f FTFfFF F FI flFFT PHf+, 1, 
FTfffF giFF Fff, #IW - 700 001 f FTFfFF if FT fF% 9 TF FFftft (FFTFF), fmf flFftmH 
ff Ptes!, FWrfFFT, FTFFR fffw, ffFT F^FTF-713 333 (FpFF FFTF) % FTFpIF if ffFT FT FFFT t I 

ffFF 2 : RFF FfsrffTF ft STRT 8 f RFF sff ft fr SFTF FURR )%FT FTFT |, ffFF PlMPlff d FFF ST t :- 

Fff ft FTW FTFffTFT.- 

“8. (1) ftf ^rffr ft ffft gff if, ffrft ftff srm 7 f srftF FffggFT Pte-ifi Ff % foFFrg |, 
FffgFHI Pl+IH FEt if ffF ffl f ftcR FPjf ffif FT FF% ffft FTF FT fft gff if FT FF FT % ffgff 
FfsfFTff FT FfF ffg Flf f Flf if FTFfrF FR FfFT I 

-l-m'-'T iF.-’Ji.- srm f srrif Fg FTFffr F^f Fift Fiigfl, ff ftf ^rffF ffft gfif if ftFFT ffttff f 
ffg RTF W FffFTTT FFFT FT^FT | ftR fft FffFTg ffTF FTFTR FT ffft 3RF ^iffF ft F#f FRft 
FTffgi 

(2) FFSim (1) f FsftF FTFF FTFfcF FSTF FfsiFTff ft fff%F FF if ft FI0,fl FR FSTF FflfFTff, 
FIT Pd FF I ft TFF gF FEt, ffff ^FFTTlft TIF gFFTf FT FFFR FFT FR pff Fft FIT Pdf I ft gFF f 
FFFTF f|R Tiff FffteFF FTF, Fff ftf ft, FRF f FFFTF ft Ff FTF3FF FFFFT f, Ff FT ft Sim 7 ft 
FFSim (1 ) f FsftF FfsigpM gff f FT fft gff if FT FF FT f arfsTFlff f ffsi f gF fffrf FT fft gfif f 
fffipF FFlff FT ffr gff if FT FF FT f FfsTFlff f F FF F FTFfflff FT FFff P'-blPff afrr FF% FF ft 
Ff FTfFTft f FfFFR fIFF ffffF ffflf fftF FTFR ft FF% ffff&FF f ffg FFT I 

(3) gF srm f FFTFFT f ffg ^rffF ffft gff F ffFFF FFFT FTgFT ft FffFR F f|F FT FTFT FRF 
FT fFFR ft, Fff gfF FT fft fff F FT FF FT f 3rlfFTT ^F srffffFF f F?ftF 3fffF FR ffg FTF fl ” 

teTFF 3 : fftF FTFTT gm ftFFT fffFF, 1, FTfffF fTFF qfte, flFFTFI - 700001 ft FFF FffffFF ft 
srm 3 f f#f srffgFFT fwfft. ft. 2520, Fiftw 11 gg, 1983 gm fttfftfir f ttfff ftf ii, fg 
3, FFFF (ii) F FFTffF ft Fft ft, FF FSTF FTffFTft ffgFF FFT f%FT | I 


Fggft 

FFFffFT FTF FFF RTTF (Fm- XI) 
ffFT-FffT (TRFF) 

(fmFI FW If IUH/ 3TRftftgF/ftgF(FTf/ft)/ftftft g^ f/ftftg (FTTrr-XI)/78, FlftF 5 Ff ,2016) 
Fft arffFTT: 


FF 


FTFT 



fF|F%F7F 

(FFFF) 

FF 


Fttt/ftf 

FTF FFFT 

1 

gFF F 

(FFFF) 

te'F Pi f i 

1. 

l lfl^'i< 

FFFffFT 

32 

FTfT 

2.91 

7.19 

FTF 

gF fF: 

2.91 

7.19 






[FFT II-72F5 3(ii) ] 


FRF RR WRR : 3RRF 13, 2016/RTRR 22 , 1938 


3699 


#RT R. 32 # srf^cT RlPt RpT WIT : 1 % 13. 

#RT-RRpT : 

RRI-RT2 WT, Tfr^TT T WWY WIT 32 3frr RpR R]RT WTRF 18 % 4PnPld #RT RR PRR 

RR *T ^ ftRTR, RpTT RRTRRR 4Mi + 32 FT RpR WTRF 01, RR RRR-RPr# #RT t ^pRRp fR 
RpfT RfTRRR RWR 32 RR RpR WIRF 01 % rPi# RRRT RR PRR Rl2 RR PtR# || 

R12-R13 >WT, 7frRRRfT^3tfiRtRl32RRR^RWiRl01 %Rf^T^#RTRRf^RRf^^2^^ftRR: 

RTfe RWR 01 RR RppR #RT % |TT RpR RRTRRR WORT 32 % R# RRTR RWR RR 
RPPR- 1 ^ RRRT RR PRR rR 3 RR PHtfi tl 

R3-R4 >W, RWrRfT^3tfiRiRl32RRR^RWRl01 RRRf$PR- 1 J^f#RTRTf^RRf%R5Rl3^^ 

flRR, R# RRfR RWR % RppR- 1 ^ 3# #RT % RRP# |TT RpR RRTRRR RWR 32 T# 
RRT %1R RWR 18 RR 4 P 4 PM #RT RR PRR R4 RR PHcfi |l 

WA-WA \WJ, RpTT RfTRRR RWR 32 3# RpTT R^T #RTR WTIR3 18 RR 4 P 4 PM #RT RR #RR 

R4 % RTRR RRff 4PnPld #RT % ^pRRp fR, RpR RRTRRR RRRRF 32 sflr RRT #RPR 
WliRl 18 RR 4 P 4 PM #RT RR PRR R7l RR pMcfl |l 

^1-^2 >WT, RpTT RRTRR7 WTR 32 tt^ RRT RtRTR MR 18 RR 4PnPld #RT RR f#TR TRl % 

flRR RpTT RgTRRR WR 32 RR RTTR RWR 2 % RRTR-RPr# R/R rPt# #RT % 
fTT, 13# RRR RRRpF RR RpTT RRTRR7 RWR 32 RPPR-RPr# RRRT RR f#TR f%R§ ^2 RR 

f#Rcfr|i 

^2-^3 >WT, RpTT RpFRR RWR 32 RR RpR RWRT 2 % RppR-RPr# RRRT RR PRR ^2 *T 

ftRIR, R# RpR RWR RR RppR #RT % |Tt #Rn RjRRRR WTPP 2 RR RTp WTPP 2 

% RppR- 1 ^ RRRT RR f#TR ^3 RR HlHrfl |l 

7R3-7R4 >WT, rWt RfTR'JR WTPP 32 RR RRTR RWR3 2 % Rf^PR- 1 ^ RTRT RR f^RR ^3 % 

ftRIR, R# RTfe Wft? RR ^ #RT R |TT, #5TT RRTRRR RWR 32 T# #RT RRT 

#RTR WliRl 18 RR 4f#Pi d #RT RR f^RR 1R4 RR R H cfl |l 

TR4-7R1 RRT, RtRTRRTR 1 ^ RWRT 32 3# RRT R#RR WR 18 RR 4 f# Pi d #RT RR f^RR ^4 % 

fm R# 4^4 Pi d #RT R ^J^p# fR, #RT RfT^JR Wfif 32 3^R RRR #RTR RWR 18 
RR 4P4Pld #RT RR PrR- TRl RR f#Tcft |l 

R1-R2 >TRT, #RT RRR #RTR RWR1 18 3# #RT WTPP 32RR4PnPd #RT RR PRR 

Rl % fpRR #ftt RRT^JR RWR3 32 RR RRfe WR 03 % rPt# % ^JFp# |TT #5fr 
RRTIRJR RWR 32 % R# R3TR RWR RR rPpR-rPt# #RT RR PRR R2 RR pR# |l 

R2-R3 \m, rWt rrt^jr 32 % rrtr wr 03 % rPpr-rPt# #rt rr Prr- Pr^ r2 ^ 

flRR R# RpR RMW % RPPR % ^JFp# |TT #5TT RfTR 1 ^ Wfl 32 % RpR #sRpP 3 % RppR- 
’jff Rpr RR PRR f%R§ R3 RR #RRp |l 

R3-R4 >WT, #RT R^JR WlPp 32 % RpR RWR 03 % RPPR- 1 ^ #RT RR PRR PR 5 R3 % 

flRR, R# RTfR WfP % TJ# 3# RPPR-’J# #RT % ^JFp# |TT, RfT^JR RWF 32 T# #RT 
RRT #^TR RWR 18 RR RpRpPR #RT RR f#TR R4 RR PHcfl |l 
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R4-R1 Tfr^TT RfTRRT WWR 32 Rfr RtRT RWT RtWRT WTER 18 % T^RT RT f^RT 

r 4 %■ fTRT Rrft ^fhn % tjtrrt fir, RfRRRr rwpt 32 rr- rTrt rwt rVir 

W1W 18 % 'Hf^-HPld TffRT RT f^RT f%rf Rl RR Rldcfl |l 

R1-R2 >WT, Tfr^TT RfTRRr 32 tR RRT WET WRi 18 %wfrRf%R ^fhTT RT Rwr Rl % 

ftRR Trr^n wj 7 rwrt 32 % wrfe wrir 4 rr RRT-Rf^nft ^fhrr % *jrrcT fR rTrt 
RRTRRT -HMi+ 32 % ^TR: WTR7 4 % Rf^nft RRRT RT f^RT R2 RT RHcfl |l 

R2-R3 \WJ, RtRT RRTRRT WTTR 32 % RTTR RWR 4 % Rf^nft RRRT RT f^RR f%rf R2 % ^ flRR 
rttr wttr 4 rr Rfswft #rt % ^pRrt fR ^fr^T 32 r Rrft rttr rrrtr rr Rfsm-f^ 

RRRT RT f^RR R3 RT f^Rft tl 

R3-R4 >WT, RhRT RfTRRT WW 32 % RTTR TOW 4 % RfsRT RRRT RT f^RR R3 % RJR ftRR, R*ft 
rrr wr % Rf^nR-^ ttr ftf % iprrt ^tt q^RT r^tw^ wttr 32 Rf r^rt rrt 
R tRTR WR 18 RR wf^R^TR TftRT RT f?RR r 4 tpr fr^rtt |l 

R4-R1 \wj, RfRT RRTRRT WR 32 RTT R^RT RRT 'RfRTR WWR 18 RR Rf^Pld TffRT RT PRR ft^ 
R4 % ftRR, R*ft -H^Pld TfrRT % ^Rrt fR, rFrt RRTRRT wriR 32 Rfr rFrt RRT 
RtRTR WWTR 18 RR rPhPm TftRT RT f^RR Rl RT pHcfi |l 

R1-R2 >WT, RtRT RRTRfr WWRT 32 Rfr TftRT RRT RtWTR WTTR 18 RR TftRT W ftRR 

RtRT RRTRRT RRRTR7 32 % RRR RWR7 05 % Rftpft T^RT % ^pTRT fR, RfRR RRT^JT RWTW 
32 % R7fT RRR RWR % Rf^PR-Rf^nft % RRRT RT f^RR W2 RT || 

W2-W3 \WJ, RfRR RRT^JT RRRT 32 % RRR RRRTR7 05 RR Rf^TR-Rf^nft RTRT RT f^RT W2 ^ 

ftRR, RRR RWR7 06 % Rf^nft T^RT R ^pRT^ |Tt rTrt RRT^JT RWW 32 % RRR RWR7 6 

RR Rf^TR-Rf^nft #RT RT f^RT R3 RT ftTRft || 

W3-W4 >WT, rWt RRT^JT RWR 32 % RRR RWR 6 % Rf^TR-Rf^nft #RT RT f^RT R3 ^ 

fTRR RTfr RRR RWR % Rf§TR-Rf%nft T^RT % TJRT^ RR, R?ft Rrr RWW RR RfSrR-Rf^nft 
#RT RT f^RT fRF^ W4 RT f^TRft tl 

W4-W5 >WT, RfRR RRT^JT RWR7 32 % RTTR WR 6 RR Rf§PR- 1 jtf T^RT RT f^RR r4 % 

ftRR RRR RWR 7 % Rf^PR-Rf^nft T^RT % fTT, RRR RWfW 7 RR Rf^PR-Rf^nft #RT 

RT f^RT f%r^ R5 tp- niHcfl tl 

W5-W6 >WT, RRR RWR 7 RR Rf^nR-Rf^nft #RT RT f^RT ft^ W5 % ftRR, R^ft RRR RWRT % 
Rf^Mt TfrRT R ^RTt fR 3frr RRR WR 7 % Rf^RR #RT RT f^RR ft^ W6 RT fwfl |l 

W6-W7 >WT, RWr RRT^JT jjMR 32 % RRR WTIR7 07 RR RfsRR #RT RT f^RT f%^ W6 R tTRT, 

R?ft RRR WTiW RR Rf§RR- 1 jtf T^RT % fR, Rf^RR-ftf RRRT RT f^RT W7 RT f7)Hcf| 

W7-W8 >WT, RWr RfTRfT r. 32 % RRR WTPT 7 RR Rf^PR-ftf RTRT RT f^RT f^Rf W7 ^ ftRR, 

■Rfr RTTR wriw RR ftf TftRT % fR, RTTR WTTRT 7 % ftf T^RT RT f^SRT fRFf r:8 RT 

fwftti 

W8-W9 >WT, RWR RfTWJT R. 32 % RRR RWR 7 RR ftf TffRT RT f^RT fRFf W8 ^ ftRR, RRR 

WTEF 12 RR Rf^ TftRT ^ ^RTt fTT, RRR WfiW 13 RR Rf^nft TffRT RT f^RT W9 RT fwfl 
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^9-^10 >JRT, FWr RRRFRT R\ 32 % RJTR HWRi 13 RR Rf^ft Tfhn RT f^RT ^9 *T RTRT, 
RTTR WR 13 RR Rf^nft TfhRT H ?fRT^ fR, R# RTTR Wfi? 13 RR Rf^PR-Rf^Hft RRRT RT 
f^TR^IO RT tl 

^10-^11 >WT, RWr RWR^ R. 32 % Rtfe WTfR 13 RR RfsRT-Rf^Hft RRRT RT f^TR ^10 *T 

RTRR, RRTR RWR 13 RR Rf^TR TffRT % ^JRTt fR, Rjff RTTR WR RR Rf^TR-’J^f RRRT RT 
f^TR^II R^fwfttl 

^11-^12 \m, rWt RREFRT r. 32 % RRTR WTTRi 13 RR Rfs^PR-ftf RRRT RT f^RR RM 1 R spr 

RTRT", RRfr Rtfe WTTRi ft fff ftRT R fTT RRT-fff RRRT RT f^RT R-12 RT HHtfl || 

^12-^13 >WT, RhRTRRT^JTR. 32 % RRR RRRTR1 13 RR RRT-fff RRRT RT f^RR f%Tf ^12 *t ftRR, 
RTTR RWR3 12 ft fff ftRT % ^pRT^ fTT RRTR RRRfR 1 2 RR RrR-fff RRRT RT f^RR RR 3 RT 
fRRFfttl 

^13-^14 \w\, RrRT RflRffT R. 32 f RTTR RWR3 12 RR RRT-fff RRRT RT f^RR rR 3 Tt ^ 

RTTRRWRT 12 ft RRT ftRT % RRR-R fTT RRR RWR 12 RR Rrjft ftRT RT f^RR ^14 
RT niRcfl f| 

^14-^15 fjRT, RWr RfT^JT RWR1 32 f RRTR RWR 12 RR "RR^R ftRT RT f^RR ^14 % flRT 
RTTR RWR 11 f fff TftRT % ^pjRTt RR r^RR RRT^JT WTfR^ 32 Rfr ftRT R^T ftiRPR HWRT 
1 8 RR -Hf^RpId ftRT RT f^TR fRTJ ^1 5 RT cfl tl 

^15-^1 >JRT, RRTRRT RWIR3 32 Rfr RiRT ft^TR RWR 18 RR rRhPiR ft^T RT f^RR ^15 

fTRT, RfTRTJT wrif 32 RFT RRT ftlRPR RW 18 RTft RfTRfRR TftRT % fR 

Rf^RpId TftRT RT f^RR- fRF^ R:1 RT f^Rcft |l 


[RR.R. 43015/10/2015-tt.RR.3TT^.RT^-|] 
gFffR'fRTT, RRTRf^R 


MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1641. — Whereas by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number S.O. 
201(E), dated the 27 th August, 2015 issued under sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition 
and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said act), and published in the Gazette of India 
Part II, section 3, sub-section (ii), dated the 21 st January, 2016, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to 
prospect for coal in 2.91 hectares (approximately) or 7.19 acres (approximately) of the lands in the locality specified in 
the Schedule annexed to that notification; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that Coal is obtainable in a part of the said lands prescribed in the 
Schedule appended to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section(l) of section 7 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby gives notice of its intention to acquire the land measuring 2.91 hectares (approximately) or 7.19 
acres (approximately) and all rights in or over the land described in the said Schedule appended hereto. 

Note 1: The plan bearing number ECL/ RGOM/ GM(I/C)/ PCD&E/ CBA(Phase - XI) /78, dated the 5 th May, 2016 
of the area covered by this notification may be inspected in the office of the Deputy Commissioner, District Godda 
(Jharkhand), or in the office of the Coal controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata - 700 001 or in the office of the 
Director Technical (Operation), Eastern Coalfields Limited, Sanctoria ,P.O. Dishergarh, District Burdwan -713 
333(West Bengal). 

Note 2.: Attention is hereby invited to the provisions of Section 8 of the said Act which provided as follows:- 
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Objection to acquisition.- 

“8 (1) Any person interested in any land in respect of which a notification under section 7 has been issued, may, 
within thirty days of the issue of the notification, object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land or any 
rights in or over the such land. 

Explanation .-It shall not be an objection within the meaning of this section for any person to say that he himself 
desires to undertake mining operation in the land for the production of coal and that such operations should not be 
undertaken by the Central Government or by any other person. 

(2) Every objection under sub-section fl) shall be made to the competent authority in writing, and the competent 
authority shall give the objector an opportunity of being heard either in person or by a legal practitioner and shall, after 
hearing all such objections and after making such further inquiry, if any, as he thinks necessary, either make a report in 
respect of the land which has been notified under sub-section (1) of section 7 or of rights in or over such land, or make 
different reports in respect of different parcels or such lands or of rights in or over such land, to the Central 
Government, containing his recommendations on the objections, together with the record of the proceedings held by 
him, the decision of that Government. 

(3) For the purposes of this section, a person shall be deemed to be interested in land who would be entitled to 
claim an interest in compensation if the land or any rights in or over such land were acquired under this Act.” 

Note 3: The Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata- 700001 has been appointed by the Central Government 
as the competent authority under section 3 of the said Act, vide Notification number S.O. 2520, dated the 11 th June, 
1983 published in part II, section 3, sub-section (ii) of the Gazette of India. 

SCHEDULE 

Lalmatia Coal Mining Block (Phase - XI) 

District Godda (Jharkhand) 

( plan bearing number ECL/RGOM/GM(I/C)/PCD&E/CBA(Phase - XI)/78,dated the 5 th May, 2016 ) 

All Rights: 


SI. 

No. 

Mouza / 
Village 

Thana 

Village 

number 

District 

Area in 

hectares 

(approxi¬ 

mately) 

Area in 

acres 

(approxi¬ 

mately) 

Remarks 

1. 

Paharpur 

Lalmatia 

32 

Godda 

2.91 

7.19 

Part 

Total Area: 

2.91 

7.19 



Plot numbers to be acquired in Mouza Paharpur No. 32 : 1 to 13. 

Boundary description: 

A1-A2 Line stars from point No. A1 situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara 

Bhorai No. 18, passes along north-western boundary of plot No.l of mouza Paharpur No. 32 and 
meets at point No. A2 situated at western corner of plot No. 1 mouza Paharpur No. 32. 

A2-A3 Line starts from point No. A2 situated on western corner of plot No. 1 of mouza Paharpur No. 32, 

passes along southern boundary of plot No. 1 and meets at point No. A3 situated at south-eastern 
corner of the same plot of mouza Pharpur No. 32. 
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A3-A4 


A4-A1 


B1-B2 


B2-B3 


B3-B4 


B4-B1 


C1-C2 


C2-C3 


C3-C4 


C4-C1 


D1-D2 


D2-D3 


D3-D4 


D4-D1 


E1-E2 


Line starts from point No. A3 situated at south-eastern corner of plot No. 1 of mouza Pharpur No. 32, 
passes along southern-eastern boundary of the same plot and meets at point No. A4 situated on 
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 

Line starts at point No. A4 situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai 
No. 18, passes along the same common mouza boundary and meets at point No. A1 situated on 
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 

Line starts from point No. B1 situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara 
Bhorai No. 18, passes along north-western and western boundary of plot No. 2 of mouza Paharpur 
No. 32 and meets at point No. B2 situated at south-western corner of the same plot of mouza 
Paharpur No. 32. 

Line starts from point No.B2 situated at south-western corner of plot No. 2 of mouza Paharpur No.32, 
passes along southern boundary of the same plot and meets at point No. B3 situated at south-eastern 
corner of plot No. 2 of mouza Paharpur No. 32. 

Line starts from point No. B3 situated at south-eastern corner of plot No. 2 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along eastern boundary of the same plot and meets at point No. B4 situated on common 
mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 

Line starts from point No. B4 situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara 
Bhorai No. 18, passes along the same common mouza boundary and meets at point No. B1 situated on 
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 

Line starts from point No. Cl situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara 
Bhorai No. 18, passes along western boundary of plot No. 3 of mouza Paharpur No. 32 and meets at 
point No. C2 situated at south-western corner of the same plot of mouza Paharpur No. 32. 

Line starts from point No. C2 situated at south- western corner of plot No. 3 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along southern boundary of the same plot and meets at point No. C3 situated at south¬ 
eastern corner of plot No. 3 mouza Paharpur No. 32. 

Line starts from point No. C3 situated at south-eastern corner of plot No. 3 of mouza Paharpur No.32, 
passes along eastern and south-eastern boundary of the same plot and meets at point No. C4 situated 
on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No.32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 

Line starts at point No. C4 situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai 
No. 18, passes along the same common mouza boundary and meets at point No. Cl situated on 
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 

Line starts from point No. D1 situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara 
Bhorai no. 18, passes along north-western boundary of plot No. 4 of mouza Paharpur No.32 and 
meets at point No. D2 situated at western corner of plot No. 4 of mouza Paharpur No. 32. 

Line starts from point No. D2 situated at western corner of plot No. 4 mouza Paharpur No. 32, passes 
along southern boundary of plot No. 4 and meets at point No. D3 situated at south-eastern corner of 
the same plot of mouza Paharpur No. 32. 

Line starts from point No. D3 situated at south-eastern corner of plot No. 4 mouza Paharpur No. 32, 
passes along south-eastern boundry of same plot and meets at point No. D4 situated on common 
mouza boundary Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai No.18. 

Line starts from point No. D4 situated on common mouza bounadry of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara 
Bhorai No. 18, passes along the same common mouza boundary and meets at point No. D1 situated on 
common mouza boundary Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai No.18. 

Line starts from point No. El situated on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara 
Bhorai No. 18, passes along the western boundary of plot No. 5 situated of mouza Paharpur No. 32 
and meets at point No. E2 situatedat south-western corner of the same plot of mouza paharpur No. 
32. 
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E2-E3 

E3-E4 

E4-E5 

E5-E6 

E6-E7 

E7-E8 

E8-E9 

E9-E10 

E10-E11 

E11-E12 

E12-E13 

E13-E14 

E14-E15 

E15-E1 


Line starts from point No. E2 situated at south-western corner of plot No. 5 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the western boundary of plot No. 6 and meets at point No. E3 situated at south¬ 
western corner of plot No. 6 of mouza paharpur No. 32. 

Line starts from point No. E3 situated at south-western corner of plot No. 6 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the south- western boundary of plot and meets at point No. E4 situated at south¬ 
eastern boundary of the same plot. 


Line starts from point No. E4 situated at south-eastern corner of plot No. 6 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the south- western boundary of plot No. 7 and meets at point No. E5 situated at 
south-western corner of plot No. 7. 

Line starts from point No. E5 situated at south-western corner of plot No. 7, passes along the 
southern boundary of plot and meets at point No. E6 situated at southern corner of plot No. 7. 

Line starts from point No. E6 situated at southern corner of plot No. 7 of mouza Paharpur No. 32, 
passes along the south- eastern boundary of the same plot and meets at point No. E7 situated at south¬ 
eastern corner of plot No. 7. 

Line starts from point No. E7 situated at south-eastern corner of plot No. 7 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the eastern boundary of plot and meets at point No. E8 situated on eastern boundary 
of plot No. 7. 

Line starts from point No. E8 situated on eastern boundary of plot No. 7 of mouza Paharpur No. 32, 
passes along the southern boundary of plot No. 12 and meets at point No. E9 situated on western 
boundary of plot No. 13. 

Line starts from point No. E9 situated on western boundary of plot No. 13 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the western boundary of plot No. 13 and meets at point No. E10 situated on south¬ 
western corner of plot No. 13. 

Line starts from point No. E10 situated on south-western corner of plot No. 13 of mouza Paharpur 
No. 32, passes along southern boundary of plot No. 13 and meets at point No. Ell situated at south¬ 
eastern corner of the same plot. 

Line starts from point No. El 1 situated at south-eastern corner of plot no. 13 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the eastern boundary of the plot and meets at point No. E12 situated at north-eastern 
corner of the same plot. 

Line starts from point No. E12 situated at north-eastern corner of plot no. 13 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the eastern boundary of the plot No. 12 and meets at point No. E13 situated at north¬ 
eastern corner of plot No. 12. 

Line starts from point No. E13 situated at north-eastern corner of plot no. 12 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along the northern boundary of the plot No. 12 and meets at point No. E14 situated at 
north-eastern corner of plot No. 12. 

Line starts from point no. E14 situated on northern boundary of plot No. 12 of mouza Paharpur No. 
32, passes along eastern boundary of plot No. 11 and meets at point No. E15 situated on common 
mouza boundary of Paharpur No.32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 

Line starts from point no. E15 situated on common mouza boundary of mouza Paharpur No. 32 and 
Bara Bhorai No. 18, passes along same common boundary and meets at point No. El situated on 
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No.32 and Bara Bhorai No. 18. 


[F.No. 43015/10/2015-PRIW-I] 
SUJEET KUMAR, Under Secy. 



[FRT II-TFF? 3(ii) ] 


FRF FF FTFFF : 3RTFF 13, 2016/9TTFF 22, 1938 
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STF TTci TfFRTTT FFTFPF 

M fFFrft, 5 3RTFF, 2016 

F1T.3TT. 1642.—SlklPlF fFFTF 3Tf¥FFF, 1947 (1947 FF 14) Fit FRT 17 F' 3RJFTRF 4f 3RFFF fMrRT 

F RFFFF FI FTFS IHFNFF 3TR 3FF F>4f>I<T FT #F, 3RJFF R sffeftfFFl fFFTF R FRllF FRFFF sMfRF 

3TfFFFWFR STREET R. 1, FTFR F RFF (fM FRET! 50/2006) FF RFFIfR FF# t, FT ### RRFFF FF 05.08.2016 
FF WF 13F FTI 

[FT. RRT-20012/213/2005-3T#3TR (FTt^F—I) ] 
FF. F. fW, ST^RRT 3TfFFFFt 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1642. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 50 of 2006) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. CCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/213/2005-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 

Ref. No. 50/2006 

Employer in relation to the management of B & K Area, M/s. CCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

For the workman : Shri U.N. Lall, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry:-Coal 

Dated 18.04.2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/213/2005-IR (C-l) dated 01.06.2006, the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 referr4ed the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Union from the management of G.M.Unit B&K Area of M/s CCL to provide 
employment to Rubia Khatoon, dependent daughter of Late Md. Idris , deceased workman of G.M. Unit B& K 
Area under the provision of Para 9.4.2 of NCWA is legal and justified? If so, to what relief is the said Rubia 
Khatoon entitled? 

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 20.06.2006. After receipt of reference, both Parties are 
noticed. The workman files his written statement on 04.09.2006. The management files their written statement-cum- 
rejoinder on 30.09.2008. One witness from each side has been examined . Document of workman is marked as W-l to 
W-3 as exhibit.. 
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3. The case of the workman is that Md. Idrish was in permanent employment of B&K Unit of M/s. CCL and he 
was appointed as Tole Fitter on 15.09.1964 but unfortunately Md. Idrish died on 03.11.1998 during tenure of his 
service. 

4. As per terms of settlement of NCWA the dependent of Md. Idrish was entitled for employment but 
unfortunetaly Fate Md. Idrish had no son but he had two daughters namly Smt. Sabia Khatoon and Miss Rubia 
Khatoon. Entire family of late Idrish was wholly dependent on the earning of Md. Idrish, deceased workman. 

5. The management of M/s. CCF was reluctant to provide employment to female dependant, for which the 
family of late Idrish represented before the management to provide emplyment to dependant son-in-law namly Md. 
Nausad. But the management by orffice order dated 26.05.2000 rejected the prayer of Nausad the son-in-law and after 
that his appeal for reconsideration , wasl also rejected by the management. 

6. It is further submitted by the workman that the family of late Idrish again represented before the management 
for providing employment to dependant daughter namly Rubia Khatoon. But the management instead of receiving the 
prayer for employment for daughter advised them to pursue the employment of son-in-law. But management neither 
provided employment to dependant daughter nor son-in-law of the deceased workman. Hence Industrial dispute arose. 

7. On the other hand, the case of the management is that Rubia Khatoon daughter of late Md. Idrish never 
applied for compassionate appointment under the provision of NCWA after the death of his father. Md. Idrish died on 
3.11.1998 and at that time there was a limitation of six month for filing an application. But the aponsoring Union 
raised an Industrial Dispute in the year 2004 and demanded employment of Rabia Khatoon . 

8. The present Industrial Dispute was raised by the sponsoring union after lapse of six years from the date of 
death of the deceased employee i.e much after the limitation fixed by the company for filing application for dependant 
employment on compassionate ground. Hence Rabia Khatoon is not entitled to get appointment under NCWA as she 
has not applied within the prescribed period of limitation circulated by the company. 

9. This is a case of dependant employment. There is no dispute that the applicant is the daughter of the deceased 

workman of CCF The Union stated that after her father’s death her brother -in-law applied for job and that was 
rejected. Thereafter the applicant applied for job but that has not been accepted or communicated to her. 

10. The management has not filed any paper to show the applicant is not the dependant of the deceased workman 

but the union has filed four documents which is marked as W-l to W-3 . 

11. As per Ext. W-2 Rubia Khatoon is the daughter of deceased workman and she is unmarried. This family tree 
certificate is issued by B.D.O Bermo . Another citation has been filed by the workman of Iharkhand High Court, 
Ranchi in CWJC No. 132/2000 in Phagu Bouri Vs. CCF and others. Zeash of said order is quoted below 

Xxxxx 

“The claim of the petitioner for compassionate appointment was rejected merely on the ground that the 
applicant for such appointment was filed after a gap of six months between the death of the employer and the 
date of application. The decision of the CCF authorities appears to be irrational because it is but natural that if 
an employee dies in harness, his dependants, instead of moruning the sad demise of the bread earner, are not 
supposed to immediately rush to the employer asking for compassionate appointment. The reason given is 
quite unreasonable, illegal and without jurisdiction.” 

Xxxxx 

12. Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, I hold that in rural area appling promptly for job may not 
be possible due to many hurdles. Therefore demand of the Union from the management of G.M.Unit B&K Area of 
M/s. CCF to provide employment to Rubia Khatoon, dependent daughter of Fate Md. Idris , deceased workman of 
G.M. Unit B& K Area under the provision of Para 9.4.2 of NCWA is justified. Hence the management is directed to 
provide her job condoning delay. 

This is my Award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M ‘fevft, 5 34T74, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1643.—3jklP|ch f44J4 SlfirfWT, 1947 (1947 44 14) 44 4T4 17 ^ 34J044 3 TOR 41414y,d 
47 WTO4 TOF5 f44T444 3TtT 4TOF 4,4^16 ^ #4, 34J44 4' 444^ 3tWlPl4> f44J4 4 TO447 3Mf447 

3444TOT/TOT TOT4TO4 4. 1, 444K 4T 4414 (4^4 WH 3/2009) 44 TOFTflRT 44[4 t, ^44l TO447 44 05.08.2016 44 
W4 134 4TI 

[4. 4H-20012/111/2007-34^347 (44QT4-I) ] 
14. ^4. f4l 34J4T4 344444 
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1643. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 3 of 2009) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/111/2007-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 03 of 2009 

Employer in relation to the management of C.V. Area, M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : Shri S.N. Ghosh, Advocate 

For the workman : Shri R.R. Ram, Rep. 

State : Jharkhand Industry:-Coal 

Dated 20.07.2016 

AWARD 

By order No.-L-20012/111/2007 IR-(CM-I), dated. 30/01/2009 the Central Govt, in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub -Section (1) and Sub-Section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947, referred the following disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Basantimata colliery under Chanch Victoria Area of M/s. BCCL in 
terminating Shri Dina Nath Gorai UG Loader w.e.f. 21.09.2005 is legal and justified? Ii) To what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled ?” 

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 13.02.2009 After receipt of reference , both parties are 
noticed. The Sponsoring Union files their written statement on 23.03.2009. The management files their written 
statement -cum-rejoinder on 21.01.2010 No evidence adduced by either side. 

3. The short point involved in the reference is that the workman has been dismissed from his services on 
absenteeism. 

4. During Preliminary hearing, it is revealed that the case is dismissal of workman for long absence on duty. But 
he has already out of service for last 11 years. It is felt to give another chance to the workman to serve. 

5. Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, I hold that he be taken into job as a fresh employee as 
under ground general Mazdoor cat-I scale. But the workman be kept under probation for a period two year . Therefore 
the question of granting back wages does not arise at all. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3FRF, 2016 

=Fn\3TT. 1644.— aiklPlFv fFFlF srfirfFFF, 1947 (1947 FF 14) Fit FTF 17 F' 3RJ7R7T 3 ^#4 FRF1R 
FI FFFFF FT FF5 Pd4NFF 3fR FFF 4>4 fkY F #F, 3RJFF F ftt^F 3lWlpF fFFK F FFifa FRFH sMfFF 





3708 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 13, 2016/ SRAVANA 22, 1938 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


3#RRUT/9R -MI4M4 4. 1, ^ W (#l4 TT^TF 172/1994) 431 wf4cl t, TR47R 471 05.08.2016 

471 5FTO fsn 2TTI 

[Tf. 7(41-20012/166/1994-341,347 (TThRT-I)] 
TRT. fW, 3T^RFT 3#147Kt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1644. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 172 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/166/1994-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 172 of 1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Bhowra Area of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : Shri U.N. Lall, Advocate 

For the workman : None 

State : Iharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 11.07.2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012 /166/1994-IR(CM-1) dated 25.07.1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Jealgora Colliery of M/s. BCCL, in dismissing Sri A.K.Sarakar, 
Nagazine Incharge w.e.f. 28.06.1993 is justified ? If not, to what relief is the concerned workman is entitled 
to ?” 

2. After receipt of the reference , both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remain pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the meantime. 
Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 33W, 2016 

eFJT.3TT. 1645.— 3lk)Pl4> f44T4 SlMwi, 1947 (1947 471 14) 47) 414 17 34J044 4 ^#4 4T47T7 

^ WRRt ^ TTRS PH4M44 3TtT 444 4,4^10 ^ #4, 34J44 4 3lWlPl4) f4414 4 ^#4 4T47R 

sMfJpF 3lfs[4744/9l4 "MI4M4 4. 1, 44414 ^ W (tM TPsTF 34/1994) 47l 447lf?14 w) t, # TRTgfa 47l 05. 

08.2016 47f 444 434 SRI 


[R. 4R1-20012/299/1992-341,347 (TfrqR-I)] 
44. 47. fw, 34J4FT srfenfl 



[FFT II-TsP^ 3(ii) ] 
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1645. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 34 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/299/1992-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (d) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 34 of 1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Bhowra Area of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : None 

For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 19/07/2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012 /299/1992-IR(C-l) dated 24/02/1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union for regularization of Shri Godhan Saw and 2 others by the management of 
Tisra Colliery of Bhowra Area No. XI of M/s. BCCL Claiming equal treatment in the matter of regularization 
with Shri fakie Bhandari, Babulal Bouri, and Prahlad Mullick is justified? If not, whether the concerned 
workmen are entitled to any relief ?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the 
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3FRF, 2016 

FF\3TT. 1645.— fFFK FMFFF, 1947 (1947 FF 14) Fit FRT 17 ^ 3RJFFF F FTFFT 

^ FFFFF ^ FFS PHdMcbl 3fR; FFfFFF ^ #F, 3RJFF F fqf^ sffeftfw fFFTF F FTFF7 

aiWlPlcb 33fFFRUT/9TF 'FTFTFTF F. 1, FFFK ^ W (FF'tf FTsFF 131/1994) FF FFFf?TF FRcft t, Wf FTFFT FF 05. 

08.2016 FF WF fSTT FTI 

[F. F^T-20012/196/1993-3TT^3TR (Ft^F-I)] 
FF- fF¥, 3RJFTF 3#RRKt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1646. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
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No. 131 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/196/1993-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/s 10(1) (d) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 131 of 1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Akashkinari Area of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : Shri U.N. Lall, Advocate 

For the workman : None 

State : Iharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 20/07/2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012 /196/1993-IR(C-1) dated 31/05/1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management, Akashkinari Colliery of Govindpur Area of M/s BCCL, P.0 
Sonardih, Dist, Dhanbad in refusing to refer Sh. Sitaram Dusadh, Drillman to the Appex Medical board for 
assessment of his age is justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates from both side . None is 

present on behalf of the workman subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties 
have been resolved in the meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

4^ 5 31474, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1647— STteftfw f44T4 srfsjfwr, 1947 (1947 44 14) 4lt 4171 17 ^ 34J074 3 717447 

47 W144 ^ 7145 4474 4,4^10 ^ #4, SPJsfa 4' f4f^4 3tWlPl4> f44J4 4 717447 3Mf447 

srf4^i/?w 4. i, 44447 47 w (tM im 40 / 2013 ) 44 ycbiRdd 477 # t, 4r ^#4 717447 44 05 . 08.2016 

44 14 tTSTT «TTI 

[4. 471 - 20012 / 49 / 2013-344347 ( 74 ) 471 - 1 ) ] 
47 T. 47. f44, SR414 3lf4444 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1647. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 40 of 2013) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/49/2013-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 



[FFT II-TsP^ 3(ii) ] 


FRF FR WTF : STW 13 ; 2016/9TRUI 22, 1938 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 40/2013 

Employer in relation to the management of Barora Area, M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

For the workman : Shri S.C. Gour, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 21/07/2016 


AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/49/213/2013-IR (CM-1) dated 12/09/2013, the central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Madhuban Colliery under Barora Area of M/s. BCCL in denying 
employment to shri Dharambir Beldar son of Late Dhanwa Kamin in violation of agreement dt. 10.04.1992 is 
fair and justified? To what relief the dependant son of deceased workman is entitled?” 

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 24.09.2013. After receipt of reference, both Parties are 
noticed. The workman files his written statement on 01.11.2013. After long delay the management files their written 
statement-cum-rejoinder on 16.07.2015. One witness examined on behalf of the workman. And document of workman 
is marked as W-l to W-9 and M-l of management’s documents. 

3. Case of the workman is that Smt. Dhanwa Kamin was in permanent employment of Madhuban Colliery under 
Barora Area of M/s. BCCL working as wagon Loader and her date of appointment is 15.11.1982. 

4. On 06.04.1992, while on duty, she met an accident resulting in instant death. At the time of fatal accident of 
smt. Dhanwa Karmin her son Sri Dharambir Beldar was minor in 1992, and he was fully dependant on the earning of 
his mother and residing with her mother. 

5. A Memorandum of settlement was arrived on 10.04.1992 in between the General Manager Barora Area and 
Union agreed that Sri Dharmbir Beldar S/o Late Dhanwa Kamin shall be taken into employment when he would attain 
the age of 18 years. 

6. It is further submitted by the workman that in 1998, when Dharambir Beldar attained the age of 18 years as 
per memorandum of settlement he filed employment papers, he was sent to the medical board and all paper was 
forwarded to BCCL HQ at Koyla Bhawan in April, 2000 with recommendation to honour M.O.S. and provide 
employment as being the case of fatal accident, but BCCL HQ rejected the claim as belated case. This action in 
denying employment even after MOS is neither fair nor proper. Hence Industrial dispute arose. 

7. On the other hand, the case of the management is according to the circular employment claim has to be 
submitted within a period of 18 months from the date of death of the deceased employee. Smt. Dhanwa Kamin was 
permanent employee of Madhuban Colliery died on 06.04.1992. But at the time of death of the deceased employee, 
Dharambir Beldar was 10 years old, therefore he was eligible to kept on live roster for employment under the above 
provision of NCWA. 

8. Shri Dharambir Beldar applied for employment, the management considered his application and found that 
Dharambir Beldar is not eligible for employment under the provision of NCWA which was in vogue at the time of 
death of the deceased employee and accordingly his request was turned down. 
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9. It is further submitted by the management that in year 2007 the applicant filed writ petition before the Hon’ble 
Jharkhand High Court, Ranchi vide WP(S) No. 5267 of 2007. After hearing the parties the Hon’ble High Court hold 
that the petitioner is not entitled for employment under the provision of NCWA and dismissed writ petition vide order 
dated 01.07.2010. Now the Hon’ble High Court already decided the issued and dismissed the writ petition of the 
applicant therefore the present industrial dispute is not competent for adjudication as principle of res-judicata will 
apply. In view of the matter the applicant is not entitled for employment. 

10. The short point to be decided in this reference is whether, the applicant who is the son of the deceased is 
entitled to get job in place of the deceased. 

11. It is the case of the workman that his mother died in a accident, while in work in mines and the minor was 
assured to be given job and a memorandum of settlement was arrived. The said MOS has been admitted in evidence. 
The applicant applied for job on the basis of that MOS and that was regretted. The applicant approached High Court of 
Ranchi numbered as WP(S) 5267 of 2007 which was held that the claim of job is not a matter of right and on the 
ground of delay dismissed his claim. It has been mentioned on Hon’ble court’s order, the case is of compassionate 
employment only. 

12. It is not a case of compassionate employment simpliciter. The applicant’s mother died in mines accident and 
assurance was given to a minor though MOS to give him job after the boy attaining majority. His cas was 
recommended and it was illegally regretted. 

13. Hon’ble Court has not considered the MOS, CGIT is competent to decide the reference referred to it. The case 
which was decided by the Hon’ble Court under no circumstance, limit the jurisdiction of this Tribunal or restrict the 
workman to raise ID. Moreover MOS was not the issue before the Hon’ble High Court. 

14. With great respect to the order’s of Hon’ble High Court, the humble view of the Tribunal is the rule of 
resjudicata will not bar a fresh litigation and the workman is entitled to get employment as per MOS. 

15. Considering the facts and circumstances of the case, I hold that the action of the management of Madhuban 
Colliery under Barora Area of M/s. BCCL in denying employment to Shri Dharambir Beldar son of Late Dhanwa 
Kamin in violation of agreement dt. 10.04.1992 is not fair and justified. Hence he is entitled to get employment within 
30 days from the publication of the award. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3JW, 2016 

^T.3TT. 1648.— sMfW fTOIK srfqfWT, 1947 (1947 TT 14) 17 ^ 3RJRRU1 R ^#4 TOR ^ 

WTO5T ^ PH4McbT 3TTT ATT 4,4<=bKT TT SPJifa t} 3 RRTTR 3lWlPl<T 

3lf?TORUT/3R TOPTTRR T. 1, tTTOTT ^ W (rM RE^TT 34/2013) wfw T# t, # ^#4 RTRTR ^ 05.08.2016 
UTRT 1J31T an | 


[RT. TRJ-20012/40/2013-3JT^3TR (RThRT-I)] 
TRT. fW, 3#RTRt 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1648. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 34 of 2013) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. ECL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/40/2013-IR (CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (d) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 34/2013 

Employer in relation to the management of Mugma Area, M/s. ECL 

AND 


Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding officer 
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Appearances : 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate 

For the workman : Shri Subhash Kr. Singh, Rep. 

State : Jharkhand 


Industry : Coal 


Dated 19/07/2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012/40/2013-IR (CM-1) dated 22/08/2013, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause fd) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Mugma Area of M/s. ECL in denial to regularise Sri Atwari Kurmi 
as Pit Clerk is fair and justified? To what relief the concerned workman is entitled to ?” 

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 04.09.2013. After receipt of reference, both Parties are 
noticed, the workman files their written statement on 29.01.2014. The management files their written statement-cum- 
rejoinder on 22.05.2014. Workman himself examined as witness . 

3. The case of the workman is that the concerned workman Sri Atwari Kurmi , Timber Mazdoor of Khudia 
Colliery under Mugma Area of M/s. ECL has been working as Pit Clerk Since last 10 years with due permission/order 
of his controlling authority since 1992. 

4. It is also submitted by the workman that as per standing order of a permanent workman who has been 
completed more than 6 months service in another permanent post of the company with due authorisation order of the 
competent authority , then workman concerned is entitled to be regularised on the post in which they have been 
completed more than six months continuously. 

5. On the other hand the case of the management is that the workman concerned was appointed as time rated 
mazdoor. The workman concerned was never selected for the post of clerk according to the provision of cadre scheme , 
hence the demand made by the sponsoring union for regularisation of workman concerned as a clerk is neither 
justified nor correct. 

6. It is further submitted by the management that the mandatory provision of the consititution the Govt, of india. 
Ministry of Coal constituted joint Bipartite committee for coal Industry and said committee formulated cadre scheme 
for the post of clerk. 

7. According to the aforesaid cadre scheme the post of clerk is a selection post and only a person who has been 
selected for the post of clerk can be appointed as clerk and follow the presidential directives of reservation for SC/ST 
and OBC. 

8. The workman who is working as Timber Mazdoor and getting scale of Cat-V as per his evidence claiming to 
be regularised as Pit Clerk Grade III, on the ground that he is continously working as Pit Clerk III since last ten years 
and his name was recommended for regularisation but the higher management has sat over the matter. 

9. The management submitted as regularisation does not come as per the cadre scheme, the workman is not 
regularised and there is legal hurdles, and working continuously in a post is not a ground for regularisation. 

10. But as per the evidence of the workman it appears, that scale of Pit clerk Grade-III is lesser than Cat-V in 
which post the workman is presently working . 

11. Therefore it is felt proper not to regularise the workman shri Atwari Kurmi as Pit Clerk-III or giving any 
direction to the management to that effect. The claim of the workman is regretted. 

This is my award. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M 5 3IW, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1649.—3lklPl<b fFFTF 3jMwT, 1947 (1947 FF 14) FTF 17 ^ 3EJ0TF F FEFTR #eMttrT 
^ FFFFF FT PifMFiY 3TR FFE FEfFFF ^ #F, 3EJFF F sffeftfFFl fFFTF F FRFFT sMfFFl 
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3#RRUT/9R R. 1, ^ W (tM TT^TF 205/1994) R7T Wf?TcT t, TRcfTR 05.08.2016 

R7T 5FTO fsn 2TTI 

[TT. RRT-20012/42/1991 -3TT^3TR (TTfrRT-I)] 
TRT. fW, 3T^RFT 3#RFRt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1649. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 205 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/42/1991-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 205/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Mudidih Colliery of M/s. BCCL 

AND 


Appearances : 

For the Employers 
For the workman 
State : Iharkhand 


Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

None 

None 

Industry : Coal 

Dated 15/07/2016 

AWARD 


By order No. L-20012 /42/1991-IR(C-l) dated 12/08/1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the claim of Shri Naroo Roy and 12 others ( as per the list annexed) for regularization of their 
services with ful back wages from the year 1979 by the management of Mudidih Colliery of M/s. BCCL, 
Dhanbad is justified? If not, what relief are the above said individuals entitled to?” 

List of the Workman 

1. Shri Naroo Roy, S/o Jagat Ch. Roy, Vill- Sankra P.O. Ramharipur, Dist. Bankura. 

2. Shri Lalan Ram, S/o. Ramjhwar Ram Vill- Parsu Rampur, P.O. Palasi Dist. Gaye 

3. Shri Rajkumar Paswan, S/o Maheswar Paswan, Vill- Mahnajitpur P. O. Pakri Barawa dist. Nawade. 

4. Shri Kisun Yadav S/o- Ram Swarup Yadav , Vill- Mahnajitpur , P.O. Pakri Barawa, Dist. Nawada. 

5. Shri Dayachand Paswan S/o Solar Paswan, P. O. Parki Barawa.D ist. Nawada . 

6. Shri Balso Paswan, S/o-Jageshwar Paswan.Vill-Majara Jitpur, P.io-Parki Barawa, Distt-Nawada. 

7. Shri Moti Paswan, S/o- Chamari Paswan, Vill- Eastilujh, P. O. Ore Dist. Nawada. 

8. Shri Kishori Paswan, S/o Karu Paswan Vill- Mahnajitpur P.O. Pakri Barawa. Dist Nawada. 

9. Shri Khar Patu Kumar S/o Shyamdeo Kumhar, Vill- Madhotunda P.O. Roypur, dist Gazipur. 
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10. Shri Baldeo Paswan, S/o Bhajwar Das, Vill- 22/12 Tetulmari P.o. Sijua, Dist- Dhanbad. 

11. Shri Rajendra Paswan S/o Maheswar Paswan Vill- 22/12 Tetulmari P.O. Sijua, Dist. Dhanbad. 

12. Shri Atama Koley, S/o Krishna Mohan Koley, Vill- Mudidih Colliery P.O. Sijua, Dist. Dhanbad. 

13. Shri Samber Saran Pandey, S/o- Jaget Pandey, Vill- Mudidih Colliery P.O. Sijua, Dist. Dhanbad 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the meantime. 
Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fFFrft, 5 3FHF, 2016 

cFTT.3TT. 1650.— 3iklP|cb fFFJF 3TMWT, 1947 (1947 FIT 14) F?t HRI 17 3RJRRFT 3 FRFFR FRMTTRI 
FT FFFFF FT FF5 fFFTFFF 3TR FFF' FFfFFF FT #F, 3RJFF F fFf^F 3lWlPlF fFFJF F FTFFT sMfFFT 

3TfFFRFT/TS[F -FIFIdF F. 1, FFFTF FT FFTS (FF*f WIT 137/1994) FF FFF%F FRFt t, FRFTR FF 05.08.2016 

FF WF 13F FTI 

[F. FFf-20012/113/1993-3Fi3TR (FtFF“I)] 
FF- fF¥, SRjFRT 3TfFFFfl 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1650. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 137 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/113/1993 -IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 137/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Lohapatti Colliery of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 


Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : None 

For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 21/07/2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012 /113/1993-IR(C-1) dated 30/05/1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the action of the management of Lohapatti colliery of M/s. BCCL P.O Ramanagargarh via Mohuda, 
Dist. Dhanbad in denying to give employment to S/Shri Janaki Mahato and 181 others ( as per list annexed is 
justified ? If not, what relief is the concerned workmen entitled?” 
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SI. No. 

Name of the workman 

SI. No. 

Name of the workman 

1 

Sh. lanki Mahato 

39 

Sh. Ram Sakai Singh 

2 

Sh. lagnarayan Choubey 

40 

Sh. Narayan Mahato 

3 

Sh. Teju Mhato No. II 

41 

Sh. Tribhuban Singh 

4 

Sh. Akhilesh Kumar Panday 

42 

Sh. Tejbali Singh 

5 

Sh. Pradeep Mishra 

43 

Sh. Parasnath Singh 

6 

Sh. Bodha Mehara 

44 

Sh. Mahadev Banarjee, 

7 

Sh. Uchit Mehara 

45 

Sh. Asha Ram Singh 

8 

Sh. Nand Kishor Pandey 

46 

Sh. Madhav Ray, 

9 

Sh. Chotelal Biswkarma 

47 

Sh. Kamlakant Pathak 

10 

Sh SriArun Kumar Choubey 

48 

Sh. Gayan Prakash Singh 

11 

Sh. Manoj kumar Manjhi 

49 

Sh Nag Narayan Upadhyay, 

12 

Sh. Panchu Rawani 

50 

Sh. Muneshwar Thakur 

13 

Sh. Shailesh kumasr Mishir 

51 

Sh. Hari Shankar Singh 

14 

Sh Rama Shankar Singh 

52 

Sh. Bihari Jee Pandey 

15 

Sh. Bindhyachal Pandey 

53 

Sh. Jay Singh 

16 

Sh. Bhuneshwar Thakur 

54 

Sh. Iswar Pd. Mahato, 

17 

Sh . Om Prakash Singh 

55 

Sh. Parasuram Mahato 

18 

Sh. Shashi Bhusan Pathak 

56 

Sh. Binod Kumar Pathak 

19 

Sh Bikash Kumar Pandey 

57 

Sh. Ram Bhajan Yadav 

20 

Sh . Banarsi Singh 

58 

Sh. Baijnath Biswkarma 

21 

Sh. Prabhu Narayan Singh 

59 

Sh. Gokhul Mahato 

22 

Sh Arbind kumar Iha 

60 

Sh. Rejesh Kumar Choubey 

23 

Sh. Lalu Mahato 

61 

Sh. Anil Kr. Singh 

24 

Sh. Rabi Kumar Choubey 

62 

Sh. Rathu Nahato 

25 

Sh. Hali Mahato, 

63 

Sh. Yashwat Singh, 

26 

Sh. Nageshwar Pandey 

64 

Sh. Rabindra Nath Choubey, 

27 

Sh. Jagat Mahato 

65 

Sh. Rati Lai Mahato 

28 

Sh. Jagat Mahato, 

66 

Sh. Manik Chand Mahto 

29 

Sh. Satyendra Kumar, 

67 

Sh. Sanju Mahato 

30 

Sh. Anand Gorain, 

68 

Sh. Ram Singh 

31 

Sh. Gobardhan Mahato No. IX 

69 

Sh. Rameshar Pathak 

32 

Sh. Paramhansh Pandey 

70 

Sh. Brijraj Singh 

33 

Sh. Guna Mahato 

71 

Sh. Bhikhu Mahato 

34 

Sh. Rajesh Singh, 

72 

Sh. Tripurari Singh 

35 

Sh. Deo Narayna Dubey 

73 

Sh. Budhan Mahato 

36 

Sh. Bandhulal Singh 

74 

Sh. Deo Prakash Ojha 

37 

Sh. Chandra Kesh Singh, 

75 

Sh. Shyam Sundar Singh 

38 

Sh. Kamlesh Kumar Mishra 

76 

Sh. Sanjay Kumar Tiwary 




[TFT II—TsFS- 3(ii)] TO TTT WT5T : 3JW 13, 2016/9TFGT 22, 1938 3717 


SI. No. 

Name of the workman 

SI. No. 

Name of the workman 

77 

Sh. Lakhi Ram Deshwali 

115 

Sh. Binod Kumar Singh 

78 

Sh. Jay Prakash Singh 

116 

Sh. Ajay Kumar Pandey, 

79 

Sh. Sanjay Kumar Choubey 

117 

Sh. Motilal Singh 

80 

Sh. Ashok Kumar, 

118 

Sh. Bidlyasagar Tiwary, 

81 

Sh. Sadhan Ray, 

119 

Sh. Rajendra Kumar Singh 

82 

Sh. Ganesh Pd., Singh, 

120 

Sh. Nandlal Singh, 

83 

Sh. Nandjee Choubey, 

121 

Sh. Achaibar Ojha 

84 

Sh. Magan Mahato II No. 

122 

Sh. Sarju Mahato no. II, 

85 

Sh. Kedar Nath Pathak 

123 

Sh. Ram Singh 

86 

Sh. Durga Mahato 

124 

Sh. Bijay Kumar Mahato 

87 

Sh. Gopal Mahato 

125 

Sh. Ram Milan singh 

88 

Sh. Bijay Narayan Pathak 

126 

Sh. Dharmendra Kumar Mishra 

89 

Sh. Jagdish Rawani 

127 

Sh. Guja Mahato, 

90 

Sh. Maahabir gorain. 

128 

Sh. Dharamdeo singh, 

91 

Sh. Baban Choubey 

129 

Sh. Chota Hari Lai Mahto II 

92 

Sh. Shib Pd. Gope 

130 

Sh. Hareram Tripathi 

93 

Sh. Sudhir Kumar Pandey, 

131 

Sh. Pawan Chandra Nayak, 

94 

Sh. Jai Sankar, 

132 

Sh. Shree Kant Pandit 

95 

Sh. Ajay Kumar Mishra, 

133 

Sh. Subbasish Banarjee, 

96 

Sh. Surat Singh, 

134 

Sh. Kamal Deo Singh 

97 

Sh. Birendra Kumar Ojha, 

135 

Sh. Om Prakash Mishra, 

98 

Sh. Panch Dew Singh, 

136 

Sh. Wamdoo Singh, 

99 

Sh. Shiw Pukar Ojha 

137 

Sh. Amarnath Singh, 

100 

Sh. Teju Mahato 

138 

Sh. Shive Pd. Mahato, 

101 

Sh. Deepak Choubey 

139 

Sh. Deonaryayan Choubey 

102 

Sh. Dip Chand Singh 

140 

Sh. Chote Lai Mahato, 

103 

Shri Hanif Mia, 

141 

Sh. Kalpu, 

104 

Sh. Surendra Nath Choubey 

142 

Sh. Ramchandar Singh 

105 

Sh. Bijay Kumar Singh 

143 

Sh. Umashankar Ojha, 

106 

Sh. Mala Mia 

144 

Sh. Jokhan singh. 

107 

Sh. Sia Ram Tiwary 

145 

Sh. Dadan Kumar Choubey 

108 

Sh. Kishore Gopoe 

146 

Sh. Nagendra Pd. Singh , 

109 

Sh. Omprakash Singh, 

147 

Sh. Hasina Mia, 

110 

Sh. Shive Pujan Kahanr, 

148 

Sh. Raaajeet Mahato, 

111 

Sh. Hira Lai, 

149 

Sh. Sambhunath Choubey, 

112 

Sh. Satya Narayan Prasad 

150 

Sh. Sunil Kumar Singh, 

113 

Sh. Akhilesh Kumar Singh 

151 

Bhim Raj Mishra, 

114 

Sh. Ashok Kumar Singh 

152 

Sh. Suresh Kumar Singh 
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SI. No. 

Name of the workman 

SI. No. 

Name of the workman 

153 

Sh. Ajit Kumar Singh 

168 

Sh. Dairendra Kr. Upadhyay, 

154 

Sh. Sadhan Kumar Singh, 

169 

Shry Gopal Chandra Modak 

155 

Sh. Harendra Kumar Pathak, 

170 

Sh. Mangar Nayak, 

156 

Sh. Jiwan Singh, 

171 

Sh. Dunia ral singh 

157 

Sh. Mahadeo Mahato 

172 

Sh. , Om Prakesh Gupta 

158 

Sh. Shiw Sambhu Dubey, 

173 

Sh. Anil Kr. Singh 

159 

Sh. Rabindra Nath, 

174 

Sh. Bisesh Singh, 

160 

Sh. Huma Chandra Mahato, 

175 

Sh. Karuna Shankar Mishra 

161 

Sh. Kanhaiya Misir, 

176 

Sh. Jabaju Mahato No. II, 

162 

Sh. Subash Singh, 

177 

Sh. Yashwant Sing 

163 

Sh. Rajendra Pd. Pandey, 

178 

Sh. Dilip Kr. Mishra 

164 

Sh. Magan Mahato, 

179 

Sh. Manject Kr. Singh, 

165 

Sh. Ashok Singh, 

180 

Sh. Tarkeshwar Tiwary, 

166 

Sh. Pashuram Tiwary, 

181 

Sh. Ashok Kr. Choudhri 

167 

Sh. Muneshwar Yadav, 

182 

Sh. Gopaljee Pandey. 


2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the 
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M 5 3RRR, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1651— Slteitfw fRRlR srfsjfwi, 1947 (1947 R7T 14) RRT 17 ^ ^ iRTgfa TRR7R 

^ WRRT ^ RR5 PHdNchT 3TR <=b4<=bKT ^ #R, 3RJRR R sffeftfw fRRK R RRifa HM sMfW 

3ffsRfRW9TR ^IFW R. 1, TOK ^ RRR (tM WH 154/1994) RR wf?TR Wt f ; ^#4 TRR7R RR 05.08.2016 
RR WR 13R am 

[R. RRT-20012/203/1993-3TTf3TR (RhRT-I) ] 
RR. fw, 3RJRTR srfRRtRt 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1651. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 154 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/203/1993-IR (CM-I)] 
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 154/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Sudamdih Area of M/s. BCCL 

AND 


Their workman 
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Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : None 

For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 18/07/2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012 /203/1993-IR(C-l) dated 11/07/1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause fd) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the employer. General Manager, Sudamdih Area of BCCL in denying Proper fixation 
of excavation of Grade B to Shri Ram Jivan Mistry mech. Helper DOCP is justified or not? if not, what relief 
should be granted?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the meantime. 
Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3TW, 2016 

Wr.3TT. 1652.—3lk)PlF fFTTF 3#rfwr, 1947 (1947 FT 14) Ft HK1 17 F SPJOTF F F^tF 7LFR 
F WEFT F TUPS PhFMfT 3^ 3FF f4fkY F 3FJ5W F fqf^ sftertfiTFT fFFK F 

sMfFF 3#[FW?rF -FI4M4 F. 1, FFFK F W (7TF4 7FFIT 207/1994) FT! FFlfFF T# t, FT FFllF HM FT! 05. 
08.2016 Fit WF f3F qn 

[FT. T5I-20012/147/1993-3IT^3TR (TfrOTT-I) ] 
TF. FT. fw, SR'FFT 3#IFKt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1652. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 207 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/147/1993-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 207/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Baghdih Colliery of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : None 

For the workman : None 


State : Jharkhand 


Industry : Coal 
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Dated 14/07/2016 

AWARD 

By order No. L-20012 /147/1993-IR(C-1) dated 11/08/1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of Baghidh Colliery of M/s BCCL in not regularizing the service of 
workman Shri Chandradeep Mahato and 12 others ( as per the list attached )is justified. If not, what relief are 
the concerned workmen entitled to?” 

I. Chandradeep Mahto 
3. Kishory Ravidas 
5. Bale hander Kurmi 
7. Alakhdev Saw 
9. Mateen Khan 

II. Kaleem Khan 
13. Dilip Rout 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the 
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M 5 BW, 2016 

BFB.3B. 1653— fBBJB BfqfBBB, 1947 (1947 BB 14) Bit BIB 17 3PJBBB B »R Blolpd 

BT BBBBB <£ BB75 pH4N44 3TB BTB 4)4+l<T BT #4, 3FJBB 4 1 bW|P| 4) fBBK B BTBBT 3lWlPl4) 

BfBBBWSlB -MI4M4 B. 1, BBBTB ^ BBT3 (BB*f B7BBI 135/1994) BB y+lP^ld BBcft I, BTBB7 BB 05.08.2016 

BB BR1 13B BTI 


2. Nageshwar Paswan 
4. Naresh Paswan 
6. Prabhu Paswan 
8. Lakhan Paswan 
10. Ramroop yadav 
12. Kamlesh paswan 


[B. B^T-20012/123/1994-3Bi31K (Bt^B-I)] 
BB- fB¥, 3TJBTB srfBBBTt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1653. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 135 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. CCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/123/1994-IR (CM-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 135/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of Bhurkunda Colliery of M/s. CCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 



[FFT II-RsP^ 3(ii) ] 
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Appearances : 

For the Employers : None 

For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 15.07.2016 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012 /123/1994-IR(C-1) dated 01.06.1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause fd) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of management of Bhurkunda Colliery of M/s. Central Coalfields Ltd. P.O. Bhurkunda 
District Hazaribagh is justified in not paying wages and other benefits for the period from 15.06.1992 to 
13.08.1993 to workman Shri Jagdish Sao, General mazdoor? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the 
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3FTTO, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1654.—3jklP|cb SjMtoFT, 1947 (1947 FF 14) 17 ^ 3FJFFF F ^#4 TOR 

^ TOTS Ph 4Ncbf 3TL TOFF cbjjcbkl' #4, SFJsTST F 3lWlPl4> fFFFI F ^#4 FFFF sMfe 

srftTOTOi/^rr TOPITFR F. 1, TOF4FI ^ FFT3 (tM WH 272 FFF 1994) FF wfFF FFF) t, Wf ^TO#4 ^ 0 5.08. 

2016 FF FIFT F3F FTI 


[F. TFT-20012/348/1993-3TT^3TR (Ft-I)] 
FF- FF fw, F^FFT 3#FfFTl 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1654. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 272 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. CCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/348/1993-IR (C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/s 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 

Ref. No. 272/1994 

Employer in relation to the management of M/s. CCL, HQ 
AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : None 

For the workman : None 


State : Jharkhand 


Industry : Coal 
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Dated 13.07.2016 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012 /348/1993-IR(C-l) dated 09.12.1994, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub -section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the workmen employed at M/s. Central Coalfields Ltd. Headquarter at Ranchi are entitled for 
holidays as declared under N.I. Act by the Government of India on 14/04/1992? If not, to what relief the 
workmen are entitled?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates none appears 

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the 
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M 'fe#, 5 33W, 2016 

44.31T. 1655.—3f|^j|p|ch f44T4 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 44 14) 4?) 4171 17 ^ 37J7174 4 717447 

^ 44444 ^ 7T43: Pd 41444 sffc 44^4 4444/T ^ #4, 3PT44 4 3lWlPl4> f44T4 4 717447 

3lWlPl4> 37f4417ni/44 4. 1, 44414 ^ W (tM wn 72 3447 2006) 471 ychlP^ld 477411, 4fl 717447 44 

05.08.2016 44 4141 ^34 411 


[71. 474-20012/27/2006-34^347 (TTt-I) ] 
4)1. 47. fw, 31^414 3lf4447l 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1655. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhanbad (Ref. 
No. 72 of 2006) as shown in Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-20012/27/2006-IR (C-I)] 

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, DHANBAD 

In the matter of Reference U/s 10(1) (D) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
Ref. No. 72/2006 

Employer in relation to the management of Kusunda Area of M/s. BCCL 

AND 

Their workman 

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer 

Appearances : 

For the Employers : Shri S.N. Ghosh, Advocate 

For the workman : Shri D. Mukherjee, Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated 20.07.2016 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/27/2006-IR (C-l)) dated 28.09.2006, the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 



[FFT II-FsNF 3(ii) ] 


FRF FR FMFF : 3FTFT 13 , 2016/FTFF 22, 1938 


3723 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of management of Kusunda Area of M/s. BCCL, in not giving employment to 
Shri Santosh Kumar, S/o Late Pradeep M.G under NCWA is justified? If not, to what relief is Sri Santosh 
Kumar entitled?” 

2. After receipt of the reference , both parties are noticed. Appearing for certain dates, Ld. Counsel for the 

workman submits that workman is not interested to contest the case. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have 
been resolved in the meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate. 

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 ^RFF, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1656.— fFFK SffFfRFF, 1947 (1947 FR 14) Fit FTF 17 ^ 3RJFTFF F ^#4 FRFRF [hPr^I 
3fnF FF STRFf ^ FFFFF ^ FTFS IfFIFFR 3t1f FFF FRfFRF FT #F, 3RJFF F aMfFFT fFFK 3 

FFltF FTFFRF 3 tW|P|F> SffFFRFT Ref FF ^FTFTFTF-2, FFpTF ^ FFTC (fM FFlFTlF FT. 4/2014) FR FFRfFF FTF# t, Rll 
^#4 FTFFRF FR 04.08.2016 FR FTFT fFT FTI 


[FT. FFT - 42025/03/2016-3TT^3TR (FFJ)] 
Ft. FT. FFFfRTFT, FFFT 3#TFRFt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1656. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 4/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of the Ministry of Communication and others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer. 

LCA No. 4/2014 

Registered on 28.10.2014 

Smt. Guddan wife of Late Sh. Kamal Resident of 
House No. Para Mohalla near Balmiki Mandir, 

Rohtak, District Rohtak .. .Petitioner 

Versus 


1. Through its Secretary Ministry of Communication, 

Government of India, New Delhi. 

2. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

3. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Rohtak Division, Rohtak .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 


Passed on:-15.06.2016 


Smt. Guddan has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that she was appointed as Sweeper on 14.06.1997 and was 
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governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and now by the Gramin Dak Sewak (Conduct and Engagement) Rules 2011. That 
she is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read as follow:- 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the Directorate. I am therefore directed to request 
you to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by 
the Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score. 

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, all heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/D A etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That she performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time worker. That she is entitled to 
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-management did not pay. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, pleading that the workman was engaged as part time 
Sweeper. That the workman being working as part time Sweeper, is not covered under the rules and she is not entitled 
to get any bonus. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence but both the parties closed their respective evidence. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman that the workman used to work from 5 p.m. 
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was entitled to get bonus from the date of his appointment i.e. 14.06.1997. 

The workman was required to lead cogent evidence to prove that she was appointed as Sweeper by the 
respondent-management which she failed. It is the definite case of management that workman was engaged as Part 
Time Sweeper which is not rebutted. Therefore, workman is held to be working as Part time Sweeper. Part time 
Sweepers are not covered under the Posts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules, 
1964 or under the Gramin Dak Sevaks(Conduct and Engagement)Rules, 2011 and therefore, the workman is not 
entitled to claim any bonus being worked as a part time worker. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 


KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M fe#, 5 33W, 2016 

cFn\3TT. 1657.— 3lWlPl4> srfirfWT, 1947 (1947 14) ?1TO 17 ^ ^ 7174717 TTET 

uPi/yisH ^ WRT5T ^ TFT5 PH^Wf 3T(7 <=b4<=bKT ^ #4, 3PJ«fa R sMfiFF R 7174717 

3lWlPl4> 3lP?*47T4 T# 9PT -4I4M4-2, 4^1 J lcS T4TC (714# 71. 336/2013) 47T 7I471%4 44# t, # ^4#! TT747R 44 04. 
08.2016 47t W71 131T 411 


[71. 441-42012/153/2013-31^3117 Cgfcj)] 
4UJJINM, 4747 3#RTRt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1657. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 336/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of the M/s. Soma Enterprise Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42012/153/2013-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 



[FFT II-TsP^ 3(ii) ] 


FRF FR WTF : 3IW 13, 2016/9TEUI 22, 1938 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Rrishan, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I.D. No. 336/2013 

Registered on 25.02.2014 

Sh. Baldev Singh Kallar, S/o Sh. Ishwar Singh Kallar, 

R/o H.No.464, Near Uccha Khoo, VPO Bija, 

Tehsil Khanna, District Ludhiana. .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. M/s. Soma Enterprise Ltd., Village Kot Panaich, 

Opp. Gurudwara Manji Sahib, Post Office Varmalipur, 

Tehsil Khanna, District Ludhiana, through its 
Project Manager (Contractor of Central Govt.). 

2. M/s. Soma Enterprise Ltd., Corp. Office at 14, 

Avenue-4, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad -500034, 

A.P., India, through its Managing Director. 

(Contractor of Central Govt.). .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Workman ex parte 

For the Management : Sh. Arun Batra, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on:-24.05.2016 

Vide Order No.L-42012/153/2013-IR(DU), dated 10.02.2014 the Central Government in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(in short Act) has referred the following industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

“Whether action of termination of service of Sh. Baldev Singh Kallar w.e.f. 29.10.2012 by the management of 
M/s. Soma Enterprises Ltd., is legal, just and valid? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to and from 
which date?” 

In response to the notice, the workman submitted statement of claim, pleading that he was appointed vide 
letter dated 12.11.2009 as Coordinator(Electrical and Maintenance); though, he performed only technical duties. His 
last drawn salary was Rs.34,900. 

That respondent No.l terminated his services vide order dated 29.10.2012, by giving only 7 days notice and 
the termination of his services is illegal as he was not paid any retrenchment compensation and the persons junior to 
him, were retained in service. That no charge-sheet was served on him. His termination being illegal, he be reinstated in 
service. 

The management filed written reply admitting that the workman was employed as Coordinator and he was 
required to possess high quality skills of management, persuasion, communication and leadership and his role was that 
of supervisor and manager. Being so, he is not a ‘workman’ as defined under the Act and his salary was more than 
Rs.30,000 per month. He was appointed only on temporary basis and was given 7 days notice for the termination of his 
service. He received Rs.38,694 as full and final settlement and executed a receipt. He cannot agitate the matter now and 
his termination is legal and valid. 

None appeared on behalf of the workman on 9.9.2015 and the workman was proceeded against ex parte. 

I have heard Sh. Arun Batra for the management. 

It is not disputed that the workman was given temporary employment as Coordinator as is evident from 
Annexure R1 containing a clause that his services would be terminated without assigning any reason. 

He was served with a notice dated 29.10.2012(Annexure R2) for termination of his service. He executed a 
receipt (Annexure R3) that he received Rs.38,694 as full and final settlement and further undertaking not to raise any 
dispute in any Court. Thus, as per documents available on file, the services of the workman were legally terminated. 
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It may also be added that the workman was appointed as Coordinator and he was performing duty as Manager 
and Supervisor and his salary was more than Rs.30,000 per month and being so, he cannot be termed as ‘workman’ as 
defined under the Act to invoke the jurisdiction of this Court. 

The workman has not lead any evidence to rebut the averments made by the management and he himself did 
not appear in the witness-box in support of his case. Therefore, the averments made by the management supported by 
documents are taken to be as correct. 

Being so, the termination of the services of the workman cannot be termed as illegal and invalid. 

In result, the workman is not entitled to any relief and the reference is decided against the workman. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M 5 3RRR, 2016 

RiT.3TT. 1658.—sfterrfrpF fRRK srfsjfwr, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rit RKT 17 ^ RfjROi if TERR RlET W 

BER RFEET fftBMT Rf%EF R WEIR R RR5 Fl^WT RE ERR r4r>E R Spjsfa ^ sffeftfw E 

REltB TERR 3jWlPlR> 3#[REB Ref m ^TPTIRR-2, R BETS (tM RcRTlR B. 289/2013) RR y+lRdd REE) 

t Rf RRllE TERR RTl 04.08.2016 RR WE |[3E m 


[B. RR-42025/03/2016-33T^3lR (Wj)] 
Bp R. dRJINId, REF 3#fRRTt 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1658. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 289/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 289/2013 
Registered on 14.05.2013 

Sh. Sita Ram S/o Sh. Mam Raj, H.No.2161/20, 

Rajiv Nagar, Near Ekta Colony, Rohtak .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, Division Rohtak. 

3. The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on:-27.06.2016 

Sh. Sita Ram has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter 
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that he was appointed as Mali on 21.06.1985 and was governed by 
the EDA Conduct Rules and now by the Gramin Dak Sewak(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 2011. That he is entitled 
to bonus from the very beginning as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read as follow:- 



[FFT II-TsUF 3(ii) ] 
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“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That he continued to perform duty for six hours but was treated as part time worker. That he is entitled to get 
benefit of bonus which the respondent-management did not pay. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, pleading that the workman was engaged as part time Mali 
vide memo dated 06.02.2012(Annexure Rl). That the workman has resigned on 10.01.2013. That the workman being 
working as part time Mali, is not covered under the rules and he is not entitled to get any bonus. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

The workman has appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set out in the claim 

petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not examine any witness. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman that the workman used to work for six 
hours and was a full time worker and was entitled to get bonus from the date of his appointment i.e. 21.06.1985. 

The workman was required to lead cogent evidence to prove that he was appointed as Mali by the respondent- 
management which he failed. Rather, he admits during cross-examination that he was appointed as part time Mali and 
part time Malis are not covered under the Posts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents(Conduct and 
Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak Sevaks(Conduct and Engagement)Rules, 2011 and therefore, the 
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus being worked as a part time worker. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3RRF, 2016 

cFR.3TT. 1659.— aiklPlR fRRTR STMrrR, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rlt RKT 17 R' SRJRRJf 3 FER1E RpT W 

FTRR RFRRT FftRUTT Rf%RT R WRRT R TTR5 fRRTRRR 3TR RRR Rl #R, 3RJRR R sffeftfw fRRTR 3 

3RRR aiWlPlR 3lf?RfRUT Ref 9R RRIRMR-2, R^PloS Rl RRR (tM 3rM RRRTlR R. 290/2013) RR FRRIrR RRcft 
t RTf 7RRR7 RTf 04.08.2016 RR WR ¥3TT FT I 


[Tf. RRT-42025/03/2016-3R^3lR (#R)] 
Ft. R. RrpTIRTR, F7R 3#fRRT) 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1659. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 290/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 





3728 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 13, 2016/ SRAVANA 22, 1938 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 290/2013 
Registered on 14.05.2013 

Sh. Bijender Singh S/o Sh. Rattan Singh Chowkidar, 

R/o V&PO Dhighal, Tehsil Beri, District Jhajjar. .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, Division Rohtak. 

3. The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 27.06.2016 

Sh. Bijender Singh, has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the averments, that he was appointed as Chowkidar on 13.01.1990 and is 
governed by the service rules applicable to Extra Departmental Agents and now designated as Gramin Dak Sewaks, 
that Chowkidars fall in the category of EDA/GDS and he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter 
No.26-1/93 PAP dated 16 th March, 1994 which read as follow:- 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/D A etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That the workman has been performing the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time and he is 
entitled to get benefit of bonus from the date of his appointment. 

The respondent-management admitted that the workman was working as part time Chowkidar. He was 
conferred temporary status of casual labourers vide memo dated 28.3.2013(Annexure Rl) in pursuance of the order of 
the Central Administrative Tribunal dated 14.09.2012. Since the workman was engaged as part time Chowkidar, he did 
not fall within the category of Extra Departmental Agent/Gramin Dak Sewak as defined under the Gramin Dak 
Sevaks(Conduct and EngagementjRules 2011 and he is not entitled to get any bonus being a part time casual labour. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

Sh. Bijender Singh workman has appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set 
out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not lead any evidence. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman carried me through the letter dated 16.8.1991 and submitted 
that Extra Departmental Agents are entitled to bonus and further carried me through the letter dated 07.10.2015 issued 
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by the Government of India, providing for productivity linked bonus and submitted that the workman is a ‘Gramin Dak 
Sevak’ and therefore he is entitled to bonus. 

Opposing this contention the learned counsel for the respondent-management has argued that there is no post 
of Chowkidar in the Department who do not fall within the definition of ‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ and as such, the 
workman is not entitled to any ‘Bonus’. 

I have considered the respective contentions. 

‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ has been defined in Section 3(d) of the ‘Gramin Dak Sewaks’(Conduct and 
Engagement)Rules 2011 and it reads as follow:- 

(d) “Gramin Dak Sevak” means- 

(i) A Gramin Dak Sevak Branch Postmaster; 

(ii) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Deliverer; 

(hi) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Carrier; 

(iv) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Packer; 

(v) A Gramin Dak Sevak Stamp Vendor. 

Chowkidar is not covered in the said definition and therefore the workman cannot claim himself to be a 
‘Gramin Dak Sevak’. Faced with this situation Sh. R.P. Mehra has drawn my attention towards Extra Departmental 
Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules 1964 wherein the extra departmental Chowkidar is defined as a ‘Extra 
Departmental Agent’. It is not disputed that conduct and service rules are being amended from time to time and now 
‘Gramin Dak Sevaks’(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 2011 are in force which do not have the post of Chowkidar. 
Even if it is taken that ‘Conduct Rules of 1964’ are applicable, the workman himself admitted during cross-examination 
that he was appointed as part time Chowkidar on 13.01.1990 who is not covered under the said rules. Therefore, the 
workman cannot claim bonus from 13.01.1990 onwards. 

However it is the case of the respondent-management that workman was conferred temporary status of 
‘Casual Labourer’ vide memo dated 28.03.2013 in pursuance of the orders of the Court dated 14.09.2012. 

The Government of India issued letter F.No. 26-01/2015-PAP dated 07.10.2015 and the opening para of the 
said letter read as follow: - 

“The undersigned is directed to convey the sanction of the President of India to the payment of Productivity 
Linked Bonus for the accounting year 2014-15 equivalent or emoluments of 60(sixty) Days to the employees 
of Department of Posts in Group ‘D’/MTS, Group ‘C’ and non-gazetted Group ‘B’. Ex-Gratia payment of 
bonus to Gramin Dak Sevaks who are regularly appointed after observing all appointment formalities, and Ad- 
hoc payment of bonus to Casual Labourers who have been conferred Temporary Status are also to be paid 
equivalent to allowances/wages respectively for 60(sixty) Days for the same period.” 

Thus the Government itself has sanctioned payment of productivity linked bonus for the accounting year 
2014-15 to several employees including ad-hoc payment of bonus to casual labourers who have been conferred 
temporary status for 60 days. The workman has been conferred temporary status of casual labourer vide order dated 
28.03.2013(Annexure Rl)and therefore the workman is entitled to get ‘Bonus’ for the year 2014-15 as per the 
following formula given in the said letter. 

(Notional monthly wages of Rs.1200) X Number of days of Bonus 

30.4 (Average No. of days in a month) 


Thus, the workman is entitled to recover l ‘‘ s 1 3 ~“ 4 '' 6l ‘ days which comes to about Rs. 2,368 which are round off 

as Rs. 2,370/- and as such the workman is entitled to get a bonus of Rs. 2,370 for the year 2014-15. 

The respondent-management has neither pleaded nor proved how the workman is not entitled to bonus as per 
above said letter. 

Since the workman was working as part time workman prior to the conferring of temporary status of casual 
labourer vide order dated 28.03.2013 and therefore he is not entitled to any bonus prior to that date. Again no letter has 
been placed on file to show that the Government has given any bonus for the year 2015-16. Thus the workman is 
entitled to only Rs.2,370 as bonus for the accounting year 2014-15. 
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In result, the application is partly accepted and the workman is held entitled to Rs.2,370 as bonus which he is 
entitled to recover from the respondent-management who shall pay the same within 3 months from today failing which 
the workman shall be entitled to recover interest on the said amount @ 6% per annum from today till the realization. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 33W, 2016 

cFn\3TT. 1660.— StWlPlcb fqqT4 srfsjfwi, 1947 (1947 471 14) 47t SfKT 17 ^ 3FJH14T 4 ^#4 7174717 W 
RITST 54771 ?fwn 7lf%71 ^ WRT4 47 714^ FiqWT 3T(7 <=b4<=bK ^ #4, 3FJ44 T? 3lWlPl4> f4514 

7I743T7 3lWlPl4> 3lfqq775 44 9R "4I4M4-2, 4^1^ ^ 4 %Z (tM 33lM ifdulu, 71. 293/2013) 471 wlw 4774t 
t 5T 7174717 47l 04.08.2016 47f 14 f3H 411 


[71. 45-42025/03/2016-31^3117 C#J)] 
4t. 4UJJINM, '5747 3#P417t 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1660. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 293/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 293/2013 
Registered on 14.05.2013 

Sh. Raj Kumar S/o Sh. Roora Ram, Chowkidar, Sub-Post Office, 

Pehowa, District kurukshetra, R/o V&PO Sarsa via Dhand, Kurukshetra ...Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Kurukshetra Division Kurukshetra. 

3. The Post Master Head Post Office, Kurukshetra. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 15.06.2016 

Sh. Raj Kumar has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that he was appointed as Chowkidar on 
24.12.1985 and was governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and now by the Gramin Dak Sewak(Conduct and 
Engagement)Rules 2011. That he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read 
as follow:- 
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“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/D A etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time worker. That he is entitled to 
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-management did not pay. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, pleading that the workman was engaged as part time 
Chowkidar vide memo dated 24.12.1985(Annexure Rl). That the workman worked continuously and his services were 
terminated on 31.01.1992. That the workman being working as part time Chowkidar, is not covered under the rules and 
he is not entitled to get any bonus. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

The workman has appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set out in the claim 

petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not examine any witness. 

1 have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman that the workman used to work from 5 p.m. 
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was entitled to get bonus from the date of his appointment i.e. 24.12.1985. 

The workman was required to lead cogent evidence to prove that he was appointed as Chowkidar by the 
respondent-management which he failed. Rather the letter dated 24.12.1985(Annexure Rl), placed on the file by the 
department shows that he was appointed as part time Chowkidar and part time Chowkidars are not covered under the 
posts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak 
Sevaks(Conduct and Engagement)Rules, 2011 and therefore, the workman is not entitled to claim any bonus being 
worked as a part time worker. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KR1SHAN, Presiding Officer 

M fRErft, 5 3RRF, 2016 

cFn\3TT. 1661.— sMfiRF fRRTR rMrrr, 1947 (1947 RF 14) Rlt RRT 17 R' SFJRRJf 3 RRllR TRRfR RtR W 
RTRR RFRET Flwn Hf%RT Rl WRTR R RR5 PfRNRF 3TR RRR <=b4<=hK Rl #R, 3RJRR T? fqpRR 3lWlPlR fRRJR 4 
TRRFT aiWlPlR RfRRRUf Ref 9R ^RIRMR-2, RRpTR Rl RRR (tM RlM RERTfR 294/2013) RF FRFIrR RRRt 
t Rl RRfa TRRTR RTf 04.08.2016 RF FTET ?|3TF RTI 


[H. RF-42025/03/2016-3R^FR (RRJ)] 
Ft. Rl. RRFTfqM, RRR 3#[RFTt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1661. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 294/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 294/2013 
Registered on 14.05.2013 

Sh. Prem Chand S/o Sh. Hawa Singh, Chowkidar, Sub-Post Office Jhajjar, 

House No. 425, Ward No. 17 near jawahar Bagh near PWD Rest house Jhajjar ...Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, Division Rohtak. 

3. The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 27.06.2016 

Sh. Prem Chand, has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the averments, that he was appointed as Chowkidar on 01.01.1992 and is 
governed by the service rules applicable to Extra Departmental Agent and now designated as Gramin Dak Sewak. That 
Chowkidars fall in the category of EDA/GDS and he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter 
No.26-1/93 PAP dated 16 th March, 1994 which read as follow: - 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/D A etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That the workman has been performing the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time and he is 
entitled to get benefit of bonus from the date of his appointment. 

The respondent-management admitted that the workman was working as part time Chowkidar. He was 
conferred temporary status of casual labourers vide memo dated 28.3.2013(Annexure Rl) in pursuance of the order of 
the Central Administrative Tribunal dated 14.9.2012. Since the workman was engaged as part time Chowkidar, he do 
not fall within the category of Extra Departmental Agent/Gramin Dak Sewak as defined under the Gramin Dak Sevaks 
(Conduct and Engagement) Rules 2011 and he is not entitled to get any bonus being a part time casual labour. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

Sh. Prem Chand workman has appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set out 
in the claim petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not lead any evidence. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman carried me through the letter dated 16.8.1991 and submitted 
that Extra Departmental Agents are entitled to bonus and further carried me through the letter dated 7.10.2015 issued 
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by the Government of India, providing for productivity linked bonus and submitted that the workman is a ‘Gramin Dak 
Sevak’ and therefore he is entitled to bonus. 

Opposing this contention the learned counsel for the respondent-management has argued that there is no post 
of Chowkidar in the Department who do not fall within the definition of ‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ and as such, the 
workman is not entitled to any ‘Bonus’. 

I have considered the respective contentions. 

‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ has been defined in Section 3(d) of the ‘Gramin Dak Sewak’(Conduct and 
Engagement)Rules 2011 and it reads as follow:- 

(d) “Gramin Dak Sevak” means- 

(i) A Gramin Dak Sevak Branch Postmaster; 

(ii) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Deliverer; 

(Hi) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Carrier; 

(iv) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Packer; 

(v) A Gramin Dak Sevak Stamp Vendor. 

Chowkidar is not covered in the said definition and therefore the workman cannot claim himself to be a 
‘Gramin Dak Sevak’. Faced with this situation Sh. R.P. Mehra has drawn my attention towards Extra Departmental 
Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules 1964 wherein the extra departmental Chowkidar is defined as a ‘Extra 
Departmental Agent’. It is not disputed that conduct and service rules are being amended from time to time and now 
‘Gramin Dak Sevaks’(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 2011 are in force which do not have the post of Chowkidar. 
Even if it is taken that ‘Conduct Rules of 1964’ are applicable, the workman himself admitted during cross-examination 
that he was appointed as part time Chowkidar on 01.01.1992 which is not covered under the said rules. Therefore, the 
workman cannot claim bonus from 01.01.1992 onwards. 

However it is the case of the respondent-management that workman was conferred temporary status of 
‘Casual Labourer’ vide memo dated 28.03.2013 in pursuance of the orders of the Court dated 14.09.2012. 

The Government of India issued letter F.No.26-01/2015-PAP dated 07.10.2015 and the opening para of the 
said letter read as follow:- 

“The undersigned is directed to convey the sanction of the President of India to the payment of Productivity 
Linked Bonus for the accounting year 2014-15 equivalent or emoluments of 60(sixty) Days to the employees of 
Department of Posts in Group ‘D’/MTS, Group ‘C’ and non-gazetted Group ‘B\ Ex-Gratia payment of bonus to 
Gramin Dak Sevaks who are regularly appointed after observing all appointment formalities, and Ad-hoc payment 
of bonus to Casual Labourers who have been conferred Temporary Status are also to be paid equivalent to 
allowances/wages respectively for 60(sixty) Days for the same period.” 

Thus the Government itself has sanctioned payment of productivity linked bonus for the accounting year 
2014-15 to several employees including ad-hoc payment of bonus to casual labourers who have been conferred 
temporary status for 60 days. The workman has been conferred temporary status of casual labourer vide order dated 
28.03.2013(Annexure Rl) and therefore the workman is entitled to get ‘Bonus’ for the year 2014-15 as per the 
following formula given in the said letter. 

(Notional monthly wages of Rs.1200) X Number of days of Bonus 

30.4 (Average No. of days in a month) 


Thus, the workman is entitled to recover rl ~ 1 3 ~-“ 4 ' , ' £v days which comes to about Rs. 2,368/- which are round 

off as Rs. 2,370/- and as such the workman is entitled to get a bonus of Rs. 2,370/- for the year 2014-15. 

The respondent-management has neither pleaded nor proved why the workman is not entitled to bonus as per 
above said letter. 

Since the workman was working as part time workman prior to the conferring of temporary status of casual 
labourers vide order dated 28.03.2013 and therefore he is not entitled to any bonus prior to that date. Again no letter has 
been placed on file to show that the Government has given any bonus for the year 2015-16. Thus the workman is 
entitled to only Rs.2,370/- as bonus for the accounting year 2014-15. 
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In result, the application is partly accepted and the workman is entitled to Rs.2,370/- as bonus which he is 
entitled to recover from the respondent-management who shall pay the same within 3 months from today failing which 
the workman shall be entitled to recover interest on the said amount @ 6% per annum from today till the realization. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3RRR, 2016 

cFR.3R. 1662.— sMfW fRRTR srfsjfRRR, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rft R1R 17 ^ 3^fRU| R i£r[|r RRRR RtR W 
RRR7 RWT fftRMl Rf%RF ^ RRRRR RT RRTg PHdNcbT 3fR RRR RRfRRR RT #R, 3RJRR R 3tklPlR fRRIR 

R7R7R 4iiiPl+ srfRRRR ttr rr ^TIRMR-2, >IR RT RRTR (tM 3rM RRRTR R. 295/2013) RR WlRlR RRRt 

I Rl RRR7R RTf 04.08.2016 RR RTRT f3R RT| 

[R. RRT-42025/03/2016-3TT^31R (R^)] 
Rt. ^JJRfRRT, RRR 3#[RtRt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1662. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 295/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 295/2013 
Registered on 14.05.2013 

Sh. Dalbir Singh S/o Sh. Manphool Singh, Chowkidar, 

Sub-Post Office Dhakla, District Jhajjar .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, Division Rohtak. 

3. The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. ...Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 27.06.2016 

Sh. Dalbir Singh, has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the averments, that he was appointed as Chowkidar on 06.05.1982 and is 
governed by the service rules applicable to Extra Departmental Agent and now designated as Gramin Dak Sewak. That 
Chowkidars fall in the category of EDA/GDS and he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter No.26- 
1/93 PAP dated 16 th March 1994 which read as follow:- 
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“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That the workman has been performing the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time and he is 
entitled to get benefit of bonus from the date of his appointment. 

The respondent-management admitted that the workman was working as part time Chowkidar. He was 
conferred temporary status of casual labourers vide memo dated 22.3.2013(Annexure R2) in pursuance of the order of 
the Central Administrative Tribunal dated 14.9.2012. Since the workman was engaged as part time Chowkidar, he do 
not fall within the category of Extra Departmental Agent/Gramin Dak Sevak as defined under the Gramin Dak 
Sevak(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 2011 and he is not entitled to get any bonus being a part time casual labour. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

Sh. Dalbir Singh workman was appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set 
out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not lead any evidence. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman carried me through the letter dated 16.8.1991 and submitted 
that Extra Departmental Agents are entitled to bonus and further carried me through the letter dated 7.10.2015 issued 
by the Government of India, providing for productivity linked bonus and submitted that the workman is a ‘Gramin Dak 
Sevak’ and therefore he is entitled to bonus. 

Opposing this contention the learned counsel for the respondent-management has argued that there is no post 
of Chowkidar in the Department who do not fall within the definition of ‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ and as such, the 
workman is not entitled to any ‘Bonus’. 

I have considered the respective contentions. 

‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ has been defined in Section 3(d) of the ‘Gramin Dak Sewak’(Conduct and 
Engagement)Rules 2011 and it reads as follow:- 

(d) “Gramin Dak Sevak” means- 

(i) A Gramin Dak Sevak Branch Postmaster; 

(ii) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Deliverer; 

(iii) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Carrier; 

(iv) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Packer; 

(v) A Gramin Dak Sevak Stamp Vendor. 

Chowkidar is not covered in the said definition and therefore the workman cannot claim himself to be a 
‘Gramin Dak Sevak’. Faced with this situation, Sh. R.P. Mehra has drawn my attention towards Extra Departmental 
Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules 1964 wherein the extra departmental Chowkidar is defined as a ‘Extra 
Departmental Agent’. It is not disputed that conduct and service rules are being amended from time to time and now 
‘Gramin Dak Sevaks’(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 2011 are in force which do not have the post of Chowkidar. 
Even if it is taken that ‘Conduct Rules of 1964’ are applicable, the workman himself admitted during cross-examination 
that he was appointed as part time Chowkidar on 06.05.1982 which is not covered under the said rules. Therefore, the 
workman cannot claim bonus from 06.05.1982 onwards. 

However it is the case of the respondent-management that workman was conferred temporary status of 
‘Casual Labourer’ vide memo dated 22.03.2013 in pursuance of the orders of the Court dated 14.09.2012. 

The Government of India issued letter F.No.26-01/2015-PAP dated 07.10.2015 and the opening para of the 
said letter read as follow:- 
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“The undersigned is directed to convey the sanction of the President of India to the payment of Productivity 
Linked Bonus for the accounting year 2014-15 equivalent or emoluments of 60(sixty) Days to the employees 
of Department of Posts in Group ‘D’/MTS, Group ‘C’ and non-gazetted Group ‘B\ Ex-Gratia payment of 
bonus to Gramin Dak Sevaks who are regularly appointed after observing all appointment formalities, and Ad- 
hoc payment of bonus to Casual Labourers who have been conferred Temporary Status are also to be paid 
equivalent to allowances/wages respectively for 60(sixty) Days for the same period.” 

Thus the Government itself has sanctioned payment of productivity linked bonus for the accounting year 
2014-15 to several employees including ad-hoc payment of bonus to casual labourers who have been conferred 
temporary status for 60 days. The workman has been conferred temporary status of casual labourer vide order dated 
22.03.2013(Annexure R2) and therefore the workman is entitled to get ‘Bonus’ for the year 2014-15 as per the 
following formula given in the said letter. 

(Notional monthly wages of Rs.1200) X Number of days of Bonus 

30.4 (Average No. of days in a month) 

Thus, the workman is entitled to recover r “ days which comes to about Rs. 2,368/- which are round 

off as Rs. 2,370/- and as such the workman is entitled to get a bonus of Rs. 2,370/- for the year 2014-15. 

The respondent-management has neither pleaded and nor proved why the workman is not entitled to bonus as 
per above said letter. 

Since the workman was working as part time workman prior to the conferring of temporary status of casual 
labourers vide order dated 22.03.2013 and therefore he is not entitled to any bonus prior to that date. Again no letter has 
been placed on file to show that the Government has given any bonus for the year 2015-16. Thus the workman is 
entitled to only Rs.2,370/- as bonus for the accounting year 2014-15. 

In result, the application is partly accepted and the workman is held entitled to Rs.2,370/- as bonus and is 
entitled to recover from the respondent-management who shall pay the same within 3 months from today failing which 
the workman shall be entitled to recover interest on the said amount @ 6% per annum from today till the realization. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M f## 5 33W, 2016 

cFT.3TT. 1663.—3fl4llPl4) f#K 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 471 14) # 4K1 17 ^ SF^PUl 3 ##T TR47R #T W 

1TP7T TPM ??n,4l u ll #%7T TT 7R#4 W 4TT5 fH4M4>T 3# 774) 4)44)l<T W #71, 3PJ#I 4' 3)klPl4) f#TK 4 

##T BT47R 3f| P 1 4) #44777 44 44 -4I4M4-2, 4# > Id 41 4417 (#4 hTR# 4. 298/2013) # wf#T 47# 
t # ##f BT47R # 04.08.2016 471 4T4 411 

[4. 74-42025/03/2016-3#33K (#J)] 
# # #47 3#147l4 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1663. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 298/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 298/2013 
Registered on 25.09.2013 

Sh. Rajbir Singh S/o Sh. Tara Chand, V&PO Gudha via Gharaunda, 

District Karnal, Farash in the office of the Post Office of 

The Post Master Panipat, District Panipat: .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal, Division Karnal. 

3. The Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices Panipal, District Panipat. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 15.06.2016 

Sh. Rajbir Singh has filed this petition under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter 
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that he was appointed as Farash on 11.07.1991 and was paid bonus 
for few years. That the Government had issued letter dated 16.03.1994 granting bonus which read as follow:- 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time worker. That he is entitled to 
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-management did not pay. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, pleading that the workman was engaged as part time Farash. 
That the workman being working as part time Farash is not covered under the rules and he is not entitled to get any 
bonus. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

The workman appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set out in the claim 

petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not examine any witness. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman that the workman used to work from 5 p.m. 
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was entitled to get bonus from the date of his appointment i.e. 11.07.1991. 

The workman was required to lead cogent evidence to prove that he was appointed as Farash by the 
respondent-management which he failed and rather admits in cross-examination that he was appointed as part time 
Frash and part time Farash are not covered under the Posts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents(Conduct and 
ServicejRules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak Sevaks(Conduct and EngagementjRules, 2011 and therefore, the 
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus being worked as a part time worker. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 


KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
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M 'fe#, 5 3RRR, 2016 

cFn\3TT. 1664.— sMPl=b fppp 3#rfwi, 1947 (1947 14) pft PPT 17 ^ 3PJRRJT 3 ^#4 PPFP ^ W 

PTPP ^FPPT ^PuiRII Tlf%pr ^ PPPcPl ^ TIPS 3TP <=b4<=bK ^ #P, 3pppi R 3lklPl4) fpRK Pi 

^#4 TPPiP sffeftfw srflpfRUT TTcf ^ ^TPTIPR-2, R^loS xf pr: (pjp'rf q^pftTT R. 300/2013) PH U<=hl^ld RPR) 
t Pf ^#4 RPPP PTf 04.08.2016 PH W f3R RTI 


[P. Ppr-42025/03/2016-31T^3TP (PR))] 
pt. c£. pnpnxnpr, rrf 3#pfr1 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1664. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 300/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 300/2013 
Registered on 25.09.2013 

Sh. Ram Niwas S/o Sh. Manipal Singh, Ex GDS MD/MC, Village Neola, 

PO Tumbaheri, Tehsil and District Jhajjar. .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambala. 

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, Division Rohtak. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 15.06.2016 

Sh. Ram Niwas has filed this claim application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the averments, that he was appointed as Post Man in 2006 and continued in 
service till August, 2013. That he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as the Government has already issued an 
instruction vide letter dated 16.03.1994 to disburse the bonus immediately which read as follow: - 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 
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That he worked from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. and was being treated as part time and was not given bonus. That he is 
entitled to get benefit of bonus. 

The respondent-management filed written reply controverting the averments and pleaded that the workman 
worked as substitute for short periods in the year 2012-2013 against leave arrangements of Sh. Suresh Kumar and as 
such he is not entitled to claim any bonus as per letter dated 16.03.1994. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

In support of his case, the workman was appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit reiterating the 
stand taken in the claim application. 

On the other hand, the respondent-management did not lead any evidence. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management and perused the 
documents placed on file. 

It is the case of the workman that he was appointed as Post Man in 2006 and continued in service till August, 
2013 but was not paid bonus. 

The respondent-management has taken a definite stand that the workman worked only for short periods in the 
year 2012-13 and that too against leave arrangements of Sh. Suresh Kumar. The workman while appearing in the 
witness-box admits that he worked as a substitute of Sh. Suresh Kumar from 2010 to 2013, probablising the case of the 
respondent-management that he only served the department as a substitute of Sh. Suresh Kumar. The workman did not 
lead any cogent evidence on file that he was actually appointed as Post Man in 2006 and did not produce any 
appointment letter and therefore, it cannot be said that he was actually appointed in the year 2006. 

Since the workman worked as a substitute for some period, as pleaded by the respondent-management, and 
therefore, he is not entitled to claim any bonus and more particularly in view of the letter dated 16.03.1994, reproduced 
above. 


In result, there is no merit in this application and the same is dismissed. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3TFFF, 2016 

FFF.3TT. 1665.— srWlPlF fFFTF srflrfWT, 1947 (1947 FF 14) Fit FTFT17 3RJFRFT F FRFFF Ftqr W 
RTFFF FF7FT ITfFFMT FTf%FT F’ FFFFF FI FTF5 fFFTFFF 3fR FFF FTiFFF F #F, 3R[F'F SlWlPlF fFFlF 3 

F^Pl FTFFTF SlWlPlF srfFFRFl FF 9R -F4M4-2, F^PloS F FFT3 (fM P/tPIF; FT. 302/2013) FF FFFIfF FRrft 
t Ft FRF1R Fll 04.08.2016 FF WF f3TT FT| 

[FT. FFI-42025/03/2016-3T^3TR (FP))] 
Ft. FT. 4UJJIIMM, ^SFFl 3TfFFFFt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1665. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 302/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal Division and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 302/2013 
Registered on 22.11.2013 

Sh. Vijay Kumar S/o Sh. Om Parkash, R/o H.No. B-13, 

Sadar Bazar, Karnal, serving as Sweeper 

with the SSPO Office, Karnal .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal, Division Karnal 

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana Circle, Ambala. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 15.06.2016 

Sh. Vijay Kumar has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that he was appointed as Sweeper in the year 1987 
and was governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and now by the Gramin Dak Sewak(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 
2011. That he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read as follow:- 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score” 

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/D A etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time worker. That he is entitled to 
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-management did not pay. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, pleading that the workman was employed as part time 
Sweeper. That the workman being working as part time Sweeper, is not covered under the rules and he is not entitled to 
get any bonus. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

The workman has appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set out in the claim 

petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not examine any witness. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman that the workman used to work from 5 p.m. 
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was entitled to get bonus from the year 1987. 

The workman was required to lead cogent evidence to prove that he was appointed as Sweeper by the 
respondent-management which he failed. He admits during cross-examination that he was appointed as part time 
Sweeper and part time Sweepers are not covered under the Posts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents(Conduct 
and ServicejRules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak Sevaks(Conduct and EngagementjRules, 2011 and therefore, the 
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus being worked as a part time worker. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 


KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
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M fRRrft, 5 3TW, 2016 

R1T.3TT. 1666.—SlWlPlRi fRRU 3#W1, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rit RTO 17 ^ 3T^TF4 3 T Rt x F W 

RPRI RFERT 5>R,4I u II 7Tf%RT ^ RRRRR ^ fRRNlRrf 3TR R>4 r>K ^ #R, SFJRR 3lWlPlR> fRRTR 

TTTRTR 3lWlPlR> 3#[RRUT TTcf ^ ^RlRlR|R-2, ^ 4 \ 1 Id ^ RRU (tM 3rM M^I-HKl. TT. 303/2013) RR RRRfRRT TOt 
t ^Tf ^#4 HM Rif 04.08.2016 RR WR |[3TT R[| 


|7T. tRT-42025/03/2016-3T^3TR (^)] 
Rf. RT. ^JJiffRM, 1RR7 3TfRR7lff 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1666. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 303/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal Division and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 303/2013 
Registered on 22.11.2013 

Sh. Ashok Kumar S/o Sh. Nanak Chand, R/o Chhoti Market, 

Valmiki Colony, Model Town Karanl, 

Sweeper office the SSPO, Karnal .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal, Division Karnal. 

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana Circle, Ambala. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 27.06.2016 

Sh. Ashok Kumar has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that he was appointed as Sweeper in the year 1988 
and was governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and now by the Gramin Dak Sewak (Conduct and Engagement) Rules 
2011. That he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read as follow:- 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 
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3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 

in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 

Payment of Bonus/D A etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time worker. That he is entitled to 
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-management did not pay. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, pleading that the workman was employed as part time 
Sweeper. That the workman being working as part time Sweeper, is not covered under the rules and he is not entitled to 
get any bonus. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

The workman has appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set out in the claim 

petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not examine any witness. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman that the workman used to work from 5 p.m. 
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was entitled to get bonus from the year 1988. 

The workman was required to lead cogent evidence to prove that he was appointed as Sweeper by the 
respondent-management which he failed. Rather during cross-examination he admits that he was appointed as part time 
Sweeper and part time Sweepers are not covered under the Posts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents (Conduct 
and Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak Sevaks (Conduct and Engagement) Rules, 2011 and therefore, the 
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus being worked as a part time worker. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M 5 31W, 2016 

cFn\3TT. 1667.— 3tWlPl<4> 1947 (1947 ^1 14) ^ SfKT 17 ^ 3^*KU| if IWR W 

RTTST t>fl4l u ll Tlf%71 ^ WRPT ^ Fl^WT 3?fc <=b4<=bK ^ #3, Spjsfa t? fqf^ 3tWlPl<4> R 

^#4 BlcFR atWlPlcb 3#PRUT m "4I4M4-2, ^IqS ^ W (tM 31lM tJ^RTpr TT. 304/2013) WfW 
t Wf ^1 04.08.2016 TRT |[31T 8TT | 

[71. ^-42025/03/2016-31^3117 Cgfcj)] 

-qt. 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1667. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 304/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal Division and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 304/2013 
Registered on 22.11.2013 

Smt. Kanta Rani W/o Sh. Narinder Kumar, R/o H.No. B-31, 

Sadar Bazar, Karnal, serving as Sweeper 

with the SSPO Post Office, Karnal, Division Karnal. .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal, Division Karnal 

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana Circle, Ambala .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 15.06.2016 

Smt. Kanta Rani has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that she was engaged as EDDA in the year 1974 
and was entitled to get bonus as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read as follow: - 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc. are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 
Payment of Bonus/DA etc. confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That she had not been paid bonus by the respondent management. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, admitting that Smt. Kanta Rani was engaged as part time 
Sweeper and being a part time workman is not entitled to get any ‘bonus’. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

Smt. Kanta Rani, workman as appeared in the witness-box and filed her affidavit reiterating the stand as taken 
in the claim petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not examine any witness. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

According to the workman she was appointed as EDDA in the year 1974. Respondent-management has denied 
this fact and pleaded that the workman was engaged as a part time Sweeper. Smt. Kanta Rani has admitted in her cross- 
examination that she was a part time employee. Thus, being a part time employee, she cannot claim any amount by way 
of bonus and moreover, no instructions have been issued to pay bonus to part time workers and therefore, the workman 
is not entitled to claim any bonus. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 


KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
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M fEErft, 5 3RRE, 2016 

cFn\3TT. 1668.— fEETE 3#rfwi, 1947 (1947 EE 14) Eit EET 17 ^ 31^01 ^ TREE* W 

REST EWf ^R4iu|| Rf%RT El EEEEE El TIES pHENEd 3TE e4e>K El #E, 3RJEE E 3lWlPlE> fEETE E 

TRE7R EklPlE SlfEEEE EE EE ^EIEME-2, ETTPRo El EER (TE^f 3 eM ERR^E E. 305/2013) EE EEEfElE ERE) 
t Ef RRfcf TRE7R ETf 04.08.2016 EE WE E3E ETI 


[E. EET-42025/03/2016-3E^3lE (ETE)] 
Et. EEElElEr, E7E1 3#1E1EI 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1668. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA No. 305/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal Division and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
LCA No. 305/2013 
Registered on 22.11.2013 

Sh. Kirpal S/o Sh. Maha Singh, R/o Balmiki Basti, 

Hansi Road, Karanl, serving as 

Sweeper with the SSPO Office, Karnal. .. .Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal, Division Karnal. 

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana, Circle Haryana. .. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 27.06.2016 

Sh. Kirpal has filed this application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter 
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the averments, that he was appointed as Sweeper in the year 2004 and was 
governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and now by the Gramin Dak Sewak (Conduct and Engagement) Rules, 2011. 
That he is entitled to bonus from the very beginning as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read as follow:- 

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be made without delay-instances have come to the notice that 
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents are not being made promptly and quite often being 
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seriously by the directorate. I am therefore directed to request you 
to issue necessary instructions to all concerned in future and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are issued by the 
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ED Agents. 

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decided that special watch may be kept on the payment being made 
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensure that there is no delay on this score.” 
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3. to ensure that payments are not delayed in the circles, al heads of circles etc are requested to furnish a note 

in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast six months following the month of issued of orders for 

Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the needful has been done in their circles vide A-2.” 

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time worker. That he is entitled to 
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-management did not pay. 

The respondent-management filed written reply, pleading that the workman was engaged as part time 
Sweeper. That the workman being working as part time Sweeper, is not covered under the rules and he is not entitled to 
get any bonus. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence. 

The workman has appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit supporting his case as set out in the claim 

petition. 

On the other hand, counsel for the management did not examine any witness. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workman that the workman used to work from 5 p.m. 
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was entitled to get bonus from the year 2004. 

The workman was required to lead cogent evidence to prove that he was appointed as Sweeper by the 
respondent-management which he failed and rather the workman admits during cross-examination that he was 
appointed as part time Sweeper and part time Sweepers are not covered under the Posts and Telegraphs Extra- 
Departmental Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak Sevaks(Conduct and 
Engagement)Rules, 2011 and therefore, the workman is not entitled to claim any bonus being worked as a part time 
worker. 

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent to the Central Government for further necessary action as required 
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

M 'fe#, 5 3TW, 2016 

47T.3TT. 1669.—3iWlPl4i f4414 3Tf£rfWT, 1947 (1947 47T 14) 47) 4TTT 17 ^ SFJTTTFT E ^#4 TT744T 

44444 3T4S pH4McbI 3TR 444 <=b4<=bK 47 #4, 3FJ44 f44T5 3 TTT4TR 

3iWlPl<4 3Tf447T4 44 44 -4I4M4-1, 157# 47 4515 (tM TT. 179/2015) 47T wfw 477# t # ##5 TTT47TT 471 04. 
08.2016 471 544 f 35 4TI 

|7T. 55U42012/133/2015-35^357 (^P))] 
4t. #. 4UJJINM, 11747 3Tf44TT7t 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1669. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 179/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the M/s. Niti Enterprises and Others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42012/133/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 179/2015 


Shri Banche Lai, S/o Shri Brijpal, 

C/o 1800/9, Govindpuri Extension, 

Main Road, Kalkaji, 

New Delhi 110 019 ...Workman 

Versus 

1. M/s Niti Enterprises, 

L-88, Kisan Vihar, 

New Delhi 110 041 

2. The Commissioner Sports, 

Delhi Development Authority 
Siri Fort Sports Complex, 

August Kranti Marg, 

Khel Gaon, 

New Delhi 110 049 .. .Managements 

AWARD 

Central Government, vide letter No.L-42012/133/2015-IR(DU) dated 13.08.2015, referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the workman Shri Banche Lai S/o Shri Brijpal is entitled to reinstatement in the employment of the 
employer? If so, with effect from which date? If not to what relief is the workman entitled to? 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties to the dispute to file statement of 
claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of 
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Banche Lai opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained 
affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above notice was 
served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No 
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the 
reference on merits. 


4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 

against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : July 27, 2016 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3RRR, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1670.— 3jWlPlR fRRR; 1947 (1947 RH 14) RRT 17 ^ RjRGi 

RKMRidH 3TTR ftR# RR 3RR$ WRRf ^ RR5 Pd4M<*>7 3fR cb4<=bK R' 3RJRR R 3)WlPlR fRRJR 

^#4 RRRR RWlPlR srftRfRUT TTcJ m ^TPTIRR-I, fRRvft R' W (RR4 R. 173/2015) RR ychlP^ld RRcft i Rf 
RRRR RR 04.08.2016 RR RRT RRT RT| 


[R. RR-42011/79/2015-RT^RR (RRJ)] 
Rt Rl 4UJJINM, RRR RfRRTRt 
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1670. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 173/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the M/s. Municipal Corporation of Delhi and Others and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42011/79/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 173/2015 


The General Secretary, 

MCD General Mazdoor Union, 

Room No.95, Barrack No. 1/10, 

Jam Nagar House, 

New Delhi - 110 011 ...Workman 

Versus 

1. The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 

Civic Centre, Minto Road, 

New Delhi 110 002 

2. The Commissioner, 

East Delhi Municipal Corporation, 

Udyog Sadan, Plot No.419, 

Patparganj Industrial Area, Shahdara, 

New Delhi 110 092 ... Management 

AWARD 

Reference under Section 10 sub section (2A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) was 
received from the Central Government, Ministry of Labour and Employment vide order No.L-4201 l/79/2015-IR(DU), 
New Delhi dated 23.07.2015, with following terms: 

“Whether Shri Ganga Ram S/o Shri Gyani is entitled to get full wages for the period 02.06.1997 to 19.11.2008 
and his duty for the said period treated as period spent on duty alongwith all consequential benefits, including 
the increments? If so, what directions are necessary in this respect.?” 

2. Corrigendum was issued by the appropriate Government vide No.L-4201 l/79/2015-IR(DU), New Delhi dated 
10.08.2015, vide which name of the Management was amended to ‘The Commissioner, East Delhi Municipal 
Corporation, Udyog Sadan, Plot No.419, Patparganj Industrial Area, Shahdara, New Delhi 110 092’. 

3. Claim statement was filed by Shri Ganga Ram (hereinafter referred to as the workman) wherein it is alleged 
that he is a Field Worker (Malaria Beldar) and is presently posted under City Zone. He was arrested vide FIR 
No.225/97 u/s 302/120-B/201/406/411 IPC and was placed under suspension. He was paid subsistence allowance 
initially of 50% and later on enhanced to 75% with effect from 02.09.1997 till he was reinstated on 19.11.2008. He 
was acquitted by the Hon’ble Court of Shri Rajinder Babu Sharma, Upper District and Sessions Judge, UP Court No.9, 
Ghaziabad vide judgement dated 26.05.2008 alongwith other co-accused in the said FIR by giving him benefit of 
doubt. After his acquittal by the competent Court of Law, Deputy Commissioner, Shahdara South Zone passed orders 
dated 30.06.2009, Annexure A2, that the entire period of suspension till the date of reinstatement be treated as ‘leave 
without pay’ whereas the workman is entitled to be paid full pay and allowances for the suspension period alongwith 
all consequential benefits. The workman filed an appeal dated 12.10.2010 but the management did not take any 
action. However, Vigilance Department of the management approached the DGC (Crime), Ghaziabad Court, Uttar 
Pradesh for ascertaining whether the Uttar Pradesh Government has filed any appeal against the judgement of the 
District Court. In response. District Sessions Judge (Criminal) Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh intimated that no such appeal 
has been filed against the said order, copy of which letter is Annexure A4. Demand notice dated 27.02.2012 was also 
served on the management. 
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4. The management has neither served any charge sheet nor held any departmental enquiry after the acquittal of 
the workman by the District and Sessions Judge, Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh. Hence, the workman herein is entitled for 
all the benefits, including full payment during the period of suspension and also increments and all consequential 
benefits. 

5. It is also averred that the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of ‘Brahma Chandra Gupta Vs. Union of India 
(1984 (1984) SCC 433) and it has been held as under: 

6. Mr. R.K. Garg, learned Counsel for the appellant wanted us to examine the scope and ambit of 
Article 193 and Mr. Gujaral learned Counsel for the Union of India was equally keen on the other side to do 
the same thing. We steer clear of both. The appellant was a permanent UDC who has already retired on 
superannuation and must receive a measure of socio-economic justice. Keeping in view the facts of the case 
that the appellant was never hauled up for departmental enquiry; that he was prosecuted and has been 
ultimately acquitted, and on being acquitted he was reinstated and was paid full salary for the period 
commencing from his acquittal, and further that even for the period in question the concerned authority has 
not held that the suspension was wholly justified because 3/4th of the salary is ordered to be paid, we are of 
the opinion that the approach of the trial court was correct and unassailable. The learned trial Judge on 
appreciation of facts found that this is a case in which full amount of salary should have been paid to the 
appellant on his reinstatement for the entire period. We accept that as the correct approach. We accordingly 
allow this appeal, set aside the judgment of first appellate court as well of the High Court and restore the one 
of trial Court with this modification that the amount decreed shall be paid with 9% interest p.a. from the date 
of suit till realization with costs throughout.’ 

6. Finally, a prayer has been made that an award may be passed in his favour, granting full back wages treating 
the period of suspension as period spent on duty alongwith all consequential benefits. 

7. Management failed to put in its appearance in spite of issuing several notices, hence the Tribunal had no 
option but to proceed ex-parte in the matter. 

8. The workman, Shri Ganga Ram, in support of his case, filed his affidavit as evidence, which is Ex.WWl/A, 
which is reiteration of the material facts contained in the statement of claim and also tendered in evidence documents 
Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/5 alongwith judgement. I would be referring to the same while drawing my conclusion. 

9. I have heard Shri B.K. Prasad, A/R for the claimant while none appeared on behalf of the management. 

10. It is clear from perusal of the statement of claim as well as affidavit Ex.WWl/A that the workman herein was 
admittedly working as Field Worker(Malaria Beldar) and at the relevant time was posted in Shahdara South Zone, 
Delhi. There is no denial of the fact that he was arrested in a criminal case filed under FIR No.225/97 u/s 302/120- 
B/201/406/411 IPC. Consequent upon registration of the above criminal case, workman was put under suspension as is 
clear from Annexure A II, Office Order dated 25.09.2009 wherein it is clearly stated that the workman Shri Ganga Ram 
was placed under deemed suspension with effect from 02.06.1997 vide office order No.l316/SIO(P)/Vig./98/S-75 
dated 18.09.1998 due to his arrest/involvement in case FIR No.225/97 u/s 302/120-B/201/406/411 IPC. P.S. Sector 36, 
NOIDA. Subsistence allowance was enhanced from 50% to 75% with effect from 02.09.1997. Thereafter, he was 
reinstated in service vide office order dated 19.11.2008. The last para of the above order shows that the Deputy 
Commissioner, South Zone has treated the entire period of absence, i.e. from the date of deemed suspension till the date 
of his reinstatement as ‘leave without pay’. The workman has also filed office order dated 14.11.2008, which is 
Annexure Al, which shows that the Deputy Commissioner, South Zone reinstated the workman in service with 
immediate effect consequent upon his acquittal in FIR No.225/97 u/s 302/120-B/201/406/411 IPC. There is also 
reference to his deemed suspension with effect from 02.06.1997. Record of the case also shows that the workman has 
filed a representation against the order dated 30.06.2009 passed by the Deputy Commissioner, South Zone treating his 
period of deemed suspension as ‘leave without pay’. He has claimed full pay and allowances for the period of his 
suspension in view of his acquittal in the criminal case mentioned above. 

11. The crucial question which requires determination in the present reference is whether the workman herein is 
entitled for full wages for the period from 02.06.1997 to 19.11.2008 with all consequential benefits, including 
increments and denial of the same by the management is legal and justified. The question is purely legal in nature and 
facts of the case, as described above, clearly shows that the workman herein was acquitted in the criminal case and in 
view of the launching of proceedings, he was put under deemed suspension. Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of 
Brahma Chandra Gupta Vs. Union of India (1984 (2) SCC 433) considered the question of payment of full salary 
alongwith other benefits to a workman who was working as a permanent UDC and was suspended in 1962 pursuant to 
criminal prosecution launched against him. During the period of suspension, he was paid subsistence allowance. In fact, 
the Trial Court convicted the workman in the said case as a result of which the workman was dismissed from service. 
On an appeal, his conviction was set aside and he was acquitted by the higher court. Consequently, he was reinstated in 
service. The competent authority has not released full salary and other benefits in favour of the workman. As such. 
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matter was taken to the Civil Court, who decided the case in favour of the workman but in appeal, the District Judge 
reversed the decree passed by the Trial Court. When matter finally reached before the Hon’ble Apex Court, it was held 
that the management cannot withhold the full salary and benefits of the workman who was dismissed from service on 
the basis of criminal proceedings which finally culminated in favour of the workman. In the said case also, there was 
no departmental enquiry conducted against the workman and order of dismissal was purely on the basis of criminal 
proceedings launched against the workman, as is the position in the case on hand. The workman was acquitted in the 
said case and so is the decision in the case on hand and Hon’ble Apex Court has ordered payment of full salary for the 
relevant period during which the workman remained under suspension. Accordingly, judgement of the Trial Court 
granting full benefits to the workman was finally upheld by the Hon’ble Apex Court and management was also ordered 
to pay wages with 9% interest. In the case on hand also, factual position is the same and there is hardly any scope to 
take a contrary view. Consequently, this Tribunal is of the opinion that the workman is entitled to get full wages for the 
period from 02.06.1997 to 19.11.2008 and his duty for the said period treated as period spent on duty alongwith all 
consequential benefits, including the increments. An award is accordingly passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

July 28, 2016 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3RRF, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1671.—sfteftfiRF fRRU 3#1¥T, 1947 (1947 FIT 14) Rf) RKT 17 ^ 3FJW1 R 7RRR7 
^RRRT (RR*f) ^ RRRRR FT 3TR^ fRRUlRR 3TR <=b4<=bK FT #R, 3RpW R fRRTR 3 

RRRR aklPlcb 3jfRRRUT Ref 9|R ^TRMR-1, fRR# ^ RRTS (tM R. 182/2015) RR RRRfRTR RR# t Rfl ^#R 

RTR7R RR 04.08.2016 RR RTRT RTI 


|R. RRT-42011/91/2015-3JT^3TR (RRJ)] 
Rt. dRJINId, R7R1 3lfRRnfj 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1671. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 182/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the Director General (Works) CPWD and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42011/91/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 182/2015 


Smt. Rani W/o Shri Bishan through 
The General Secretary, 

CPWD General Mazdoor Union, 

Room No.95, Barrack No. 1/10, 

Jam Nagar House, 

New Delhi-110011 ...Workmen 

Versus 

The Director General (Works), 

CPWD, 

Nirman Bhawan 
New Delhi 110 001 


.. .Management 
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AWARD 

Brief facts giving rise to the present case are that a reference was received from Ministry of Labour, Government of 
India vide letter No.L-42011/91/2015-IR(DU) dated 20.08.2015 under clause fd) of sub-section (1) and sub- 
section(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act), terms of which are as under: 

‘Whether Smt. Rani, W/o Shri Bishan is entitled to be regularized as Sweeper in Group D category and if so, 
from which date and what directions are necessary in this respect?’ 

2. It is clear from the statement of claim filed by the workman, Ms.Rani, that she has been performing her duties 
under Electrical Construction Division IV, CPWD, Pushpa Bhawan, New Delhi. Workman is scheduled caste and is in 
service since the year 1987 continuously on a meager payment of Rs.1300.00 per month and she was termed as ‘part 
time sweeper’. It is also alleged that the establishment of the management is covered under the Schedule Employment 
of Minimum Wages Act and as per Section 15 of the Minimum Wages Act, workers who work for less than the normal 
working days is entitled for full wages as fixed under the Schedule Employment. 

3. It is the case of the workman that the management had not even paid full wages to unskilled workers revised 
from time to time under the Minimum Wages Act, 1948. As such, action of the management amounts to unfair labour 
practice and is against the judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in Surinder Singh vs. Engineer-in-Chief, CPWD 
(ATR 1986 SC 1976) decided on 17.01.1986. In view of the above, the workman is entitled to equal pay as per the 
judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in Surinder Singh (supra) with effect from 30.09.2012 till date. She is also 
entitled for regularization in service in Group D category with effect from 30.09.1992 as per policy of regularization as 
adopted by the management of CPWD referred above. 

4. There are also averments that Ministry of Home Affairs, Government of India vide OM No.l6/5/68-Estt.(D) 
dated 05.07.1968 has clarified that part time casual labourers are also entitled for regularization after completion of 
four years of their service with certain conditions contained therein. 

5. Workman, in para 6 of the statement of claim has made reference to the judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court 
in Excise Superintendent, Malkapatnam Krishna Distt. A.P. and K.B.N. Vishweshwara Rao & Othrs’ (1997 (1) LLJ 
567) wherein it has been held that selection of candidates for regularization should not be restricted to candidates 
sponsored by Employment Exchange alone. Management should call for the names by publication in the newspapers 
having wide circulation and also displayed on Notice boards. Matter should also be advertised on radio and television 
etc. so as to give due publicity for filling up of posts. 

6. Workman herein was engaged directly as part time sweeper initially, hence question of recruitment through 
Employment Exchange is irrelevant. Workman herein is entitled to be regularized with effect from 30.09.1992 and 
also entitled for equal pay for equal work from the said date. Department of Personnel has liberalized the policy of 
those casual workers not recruited through Employment Exchange before 07.05.1985 as is clear from Annexure B. 
Management also issued policy for regularization to daily rated workers with effect from 11.12.2006 as per policy 
No.l9/176/2004-EC.X dated 11.03.2011 (Annexure E). Workman herein, Smt. Rani had performed her duty directly 
under the control and supervision of the management. In view of the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Court in Writ 
Petition No. 1324/90 titled CPWD Karamchari Union Vs. Union of India, she is entitled for regularization as well as 
payment of equal pay for equal work. 

7. Management was put to notice but despite issuance of such notice, as is evident from record, none appeared on 
behalf of the management. As such, management was proceeded ex-parte vide order dated 16.02.2016. 

8. Workman, in support of her case, examined herself as WW1 and tendered in evidence her affidavit 
Ex.WWl/A. Workman also tendered in evidence documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/9. 

9. It is clear from perusal of statement of claim as well as affidavit Ex.WWl/A, which remained unrebutted, that 
Smt. Rani, workman herein has been performing her duties as sweeper under Electrical Construction Division IV, 
CPWD, Pushpa Bhawan since the year 1987 continuously as part time sweeper. There is nothing on record to show 
that there is any break in service of the workman and thus she has put in more than 25 years of continuous service 
under the management. During the course of arguments, learned A/R for the claimant, Shri B.K. Prasad, referred to 
Annexure Ex.WWl/1 which deals with instructions regarding regularization of part time casual workers. There is 
reference in the above guidelines that casual workers who have rendered more than a period of two years continuous 
service can be appointed to class IV posts, borne on regular establishment which are required to be filled by direct 
recruitment. Relevant portion of the Office Memorandum Ex.WWl/1 is reproduced hereunder: 

‘Accordingly, with effect from the date of the issue of this Office Memorandum, part time casual labourers 
shall also be eligible for appointment to Class Iv posts borne on the regular establishment, which are required 
to be filled by direct recruitment, provided they were appointed through Employment Exchange and had 
acquired experience of a minimum of four years continuous service as part-time casual labour in the 
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office/establishment to which they were appointed through Employment Exchange. Those part time casual 
labourers who were recruited in an office/establishment direct, without reference to the Employment 
Exchange and who are working on the date of issue of this office memorandum should not be considered for 
appointment to the regular establishment, unless they (i) get themselves registered with Employment 
Exchange, (ii) render from the date of such registration a minimum of four years continuous service as a part 
time casual labour and (iii) are subsequently sponsored by the Employment Exchange in accordance with 
their position in the register of the Exchange.’ 

10. Shri Prasad also made reference to the guidelines contained in Swamy’s compilation for employment of casual 
labour, which is Ex.WWl/2. The above guidelines are quite elaborate and exhaustive in nature and fully covers the 
case of the workman herein. Perusal of office memorandum No.45/l/67-EU.X( Volume IV) dated 21.10.1990 
Ex.WWl/3 shows that an office order was issued by CPWD for implementation of Supreme Court judgement dated 
17.01.1986 in Surender Singh’s case regarding equal pay for equal work and method of calculation of wages of the 
daily rated workers. There is also letter Ex.WWl/4 addressed to the Executive Engineer regarding implementation of 
judgement in Surender Singh case (supra) has been given. Further, Government of India vide Ex.WWl/5 issued 
guidelines/clarification regarding directions contained in judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in State of Karnataka 
Vs. Uma Devi (2006) 4 SCC 1. It has been clarified that regularization of the workers will be strictly subject to 
fulfillment of eligibility conditions prescribed under the rules and daily rated workers should be eligible in respect of 
maximum age-limit on the date of appointment to the regular post. There is specific direction that wherever sufficient 
direct quota vacancies are not available, promotion quota vacancies may be utilized as a onetime measure for 
regularization of casual worker. It is clear from perusal of Section 15 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 that a part 
time or casual worker cannot be paid less wages than the minimum wages fixed for unskilled labour and workman is to 
be given full wages. It was also brought to the notice of the Tribunal that every daily rated worker in CPWD is getting 
wages of equal pay for equal work as per policy of management contained in Ex.WWl/3 and Ex.WWl/4. In fact, the 
said policy describes payment of equal pay with the counterparts working as regular workers, including sweepers, who 
are entitled to minimum time scale + all allowances etc. It is further clear from perusal of Ministry of Home Affairs 
Office Memorandum dated 05.07.1988 Ex.WWl/1 that even part time employee is entitled to regularization after 
completion of four years of services. Since the workman herein has admittedly put in more than 25 years of service 
and there is no break in her service, as such, as per various orders discussed above, she is liable to be regularized 
irrespective of the fact whether her name was sponsored by the Employment Exchange or not. Hon’ble Apex Court in 
the case of Surender Singh case dealt with the question of equal pay for equal work in respect of daily rated workmen 
performing same duties which was being performed by their regular counterparts in the department. After discussing 
the ambit and scope of Article 14 of the Constitution of India, it was held that there should be equal pay for equal work 
of equal value. It makes no difference whether such workmen are employed against sanctioned post or not so long as 
they are performing the same duties. They must receive same salary and conditions of service must also be the same. 
Hon’ble Supreme Court also expressed anguish that most of the workers are kept in service on temporary basis as daily 
wage workers without their service being regularized, which is completely against the spirit of Article 13 of the 
Constitution of India. In CPWD Karamchari Union Vs. Union of India as well as Ex.WWl/7 , Hon’ble Apex Court 
directed that daily rated workers be regularized within a period of for weeks. However, regularization will not confer 
any right to claim seniority from the date of entry. 

11. As a sequel to my above discussion as well as legal position adumbrated above in the decision relied upon by 
the workman herein, I am of the view that Smt.Rani is entitled for regularization as Sweeper in Group D category and 
for payment of equal pay as Sweeper from 30.09.1992, with all consequential benefits. An award is, accordingly, 
passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated : July 28, 2016 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M 5 3RRF, 2016 
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1672. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 130/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the Bharti Airtel Services Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 04.08.2016. 


[No. L-40012/30/2012-IR (DU)] 


P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 130/2012 


Shri Ajay Kumar Diwakar, 

C/o Shri Mewa Lal,R/o B-69, Gali No.6, 

Mandawali Unche Par, 

Mandawali, Delhi - 110 092 .. .Workman/Claimant 

Versus 

The Managind Director, 

M/s. Bharti Airtel Services Limited 
224, Okhla, Phase III, 

New Delhi 110 020 .. .Management 

AWARD 

Reference under Clause (d) of Sub Section(l) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No.L-40012/30/2012-IR(DU) dated 18.10.2012 to 
the following effect: 

1. ‘Whether the action of the management of Bharti Airtel Services Ltd. In terminating the employment of Shri 
Ajay Kumar Diwakar, with effect from 01.09.2010 is illegal and unjustified? If yes, what relief the workman is entitled 
to?’ 

2. Factual matrix as contained in the statement of claim shows that Shri Ajay Kumar Diwakar (hereinafter 
referred to as the workman) was appointed by Bharti Airtel Services Ltd. (the management, in short) on 03.04.2008 and 
was allotted Employee Code 52742. He worked continuously with utmost dedication and has an unblemished record of 
service. He was confirmed in service on 02.10.2008 and was further issued a satisfactory annual performance report on 
01.06.2009. His last drawn wages was Rs. 16,962.00. It is averred that the working atmosphere of the management 
was not good and the workman had to face extreme hardship, harassment and exploitation since March 2010 at the 
hands of one Shri Shashank Sharma, Senior Manager, who was nursing a grudge against him for reasons best known to 
him. Shri Rajvinder Singh, the Zonal Manager also pressurized the workman to resign, but despite all odds, the 
workman continued to serve the management. On 06.08.2010, Shri Sharma did not allow the workman to mark his 
attendance, despite which he performed his duties. On 28.08.2010, the workman was not allowed to perform his job 
and he was not given any job by Shri Sharma, who also threatened him with dire consequences. When the matter was 
reported to Shri Singh, the Zonal Manager, he also abused the workman, caught hold of him by the collar and pushed 
him outside the office premises. 

3. A legal notice was issued to the management on 31.08.2010, to which no reply was received by the workman. 
As the workman was not taken back on duty, a case was filed under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in 
short the Act) and the Hon’ble Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Karkardooma Court, Delhi dismissed the claim of the 
workman on the ground that the workman had approached the Conciliation Officer before approaching the Labour 
Court. Thereafter the workman approached the Conciliation Officer, resulting into the above reference. 

4. Finally prayer has been made that the workman, whose services have been terminated be reinstated to the 
original position with full back wages and other benefits as termination by the management without any specific 
reason amounts to illegal termination. 

5. Management was put to notice, who filed written to the statement of claim filed by the workmen. Several 
preliminary objections have been taken inter alia the workman not approaching the court with clean hands, claimant not 
being a ‘workman’ under section 2(s) of the Act, non service of demand notice, claim being frivolous etc. The 
workman is guilty of gross unauthorized absenteeism with effect from 16.08.2010 thereby resulting into abandonment 
of employment. Earlier in lanuary and February 2010 be remained absent. In March 2010 he reported for duties only 
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for two days, in April 2010 he worked from 01.04.2010 to 23.04.2010, In my he worked for only one day. He 
remained absent in June and July 2010 without prior permission of the management. All efforts by the management to 
call him back on duty vide letters dated 23.08.2010 and 30.08.2010 proved futile on account of the adamant attitude of 
the workman. Resultantly, vide letter dated 07.09.2010, services of the workman was terminated, as per Clause 2 of the 
Offer cum Appointment letter dated 31.03.2008. 

6. Management on merits denied the material averments in the claim statement. Finally, prayer has been made 
for dismissal of the claim filed by the workman. 

7. Against this factual background, my learned predecessor, vide a order dated 11.02.2013, observed there is no 
other issue, other than those referred by the appropriate Government for adjudication, which needs to be settled in the 
controversy. . 

8. Claimant in support of his claim examined himself as WW1 and Shri Kailash Pandey as WW2 and tendered in 
evidence, their affidavits Ex.WWl/A and Ex.WW2/A and documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.WWl/3 and Ex.WW2/l to 
Ex.WW2/7 respectively. Management in order to rebut the case of the claimant examined Shri Mahesh Kumar Gupta 
as MW1, who tendered in evidence his affidavit which is Ex.MWl/A and documents Ex.MWl/1 to Ex.MWl/3. I 
would be adverting to the facts adduced by the parties in the subsequent paras. 

9. I have heard Shri Virender Kumar Mehto, A/R for the workman and Shri Jitesh Pandey, A/R for the 
management. Parties have also filed written submissions and relied upon various judgments of the Hon’ble Apex Court. 

10. It was strongly argued on behalf of the management that workman herein does not fall within the definition as 
defined in Section 2(s) of the act. The attention of the tribunal was also invited to the Job Profile of the workman 
exhibit MW1/1 where in there is mention of the work and duty to be performed by the workman. Secondly, the salary 
of the workman is also above Rs. 10000 per month as such the workman cannot be held to be workman. Per Contra, it 
was urged on behalf of the workman that the designation of an officials or a workman is not much important and what 
is important is the nature of duties being performed by the employee. The workman is not performing any duty of 
supervisory nature or managerial duty nor workman has any power to take disciplinary action against his subordinates. 
Therefore, in the contentions of the workman his case is covered by the definition of workman as contained in sec 2 (s) 
of the act and exceptions attached to the definition of the workman particularly clause (iii) and (iv) which deal with 
managerial of administrative work or being employed in supervisory capacity would not be applicable to the case in 
hand. 

11. It is well settled that in order to find out as to whether a person was performing the work of supervisory or 
managerial in nature, the dominant purpose of the employment of the person concerned should be taken into 
consideration and certain additional duties performed by him should be ignored while determining the status and 
character of the person. Since the objection regarding the status of the workman being employed in supervisory 
capacity has been taken by the management as such the Onus to prove this fact is upon the management. It was 
imperative for the management to adduce cogent evidence to prove the specific nature of duty regarding supervisory or 
managerial work. The job profile exhibit MW1/1 does not completely and thoroughly explains the supervisory or 
managerial work to be performed by the workman. In order to find out whether the workman herein falls within the 
definition of workman as defined in section 2(s) of the Act. It would be expedient to have a glance on definition of the 
tern ‘workman’, contained in section 2(s) of the Act. For sake of convenience, definition of term ‘workman’ is 
reproduced thus: 

“2(s) Workman means any person (including an apprentice) employed in any industry to do any manual, 
unskilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the terms of 
employment be express or implied, and for the purpose of any proceeding under this Act in relation to an 
industrial dispute includes any such person who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection 
with, or as a consequence of that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that 
dispute, but does not include any such person- 

(i) Who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950 (45 of 1950), or the Army Act 1950(46 of 1950) or the 
Navy Act, 1957 (62 of 1957), or 

(ii) Who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison , or 

(iii) Who is, employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity, or 

(iv) Who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding one thousand six hundred 
rupees per mensem or exercises, either by the nature of the duties attached to the office or by reason 
of the powers vested in him, functions mainly of a managerial nature”. 

12. The first part of the definition gives statutory meaning of the term workman. This part of the definition 
determines a workman by reference to a person (including an apprentice) employed in an “industry” to do any manual, 
unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward. This part determines what a 
“workman” means. The second part is designed to include something more in what the term primarily denotes. By this 
part of the definition, person (i) who have been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection with an industrial 
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dispute, or (ii) whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has lead to an industrial dispute, for the purpose of any 
proceeding under the Act in relation to such industrial dispute, have been included in the definition of “workman”. This 
part gives extended connotation to the expression “workman”. The third part specifically excluded the categories of 
persons specified in clauses (i) to (iv) of this sub section. The third part connotes that even if a person satisfies the 
requirements of any of the first two parts but if he falls in any of the four categories in the third part, he shall be 
excluded from the definition of ‘workman’. Not only the persons who are actually employed in an industry but also 
those who have been discharged, dismissed or retrenched in connection with or as a consequence of an industrial 
dispute, and whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has lead to that dispute, would fall within the ambit of the 
definition. In other words, the second category of persons included in the definition would fall in the ambit of the 
definition, only for the purpose of any proceedings under the Act in relation to an industrial dispute and for no other 
purposes. Therefore, date of reference is relevant and in case a person falls within the definition of workman on that 
day, the Tribunal would be vested with jurisdiction to entertain it and the jurisdiction would not cease merely because 
subsequently the workman ceases to be workman. 

13. For an employee in an industry to be a workman under this definition, it is manifest hat he must be employed 
to do skilled or unskilled manual work, supervisory work, technical work or clerical work. If the work done by an 
employee is not of such a nature, he would not be a workman. The specification of the four types of work obviously is 
intended to law down that an employee is to become a workman only if he is employed to do work of one of those 
types, while there may be employees who, not doing any such work, would be out of the scope of the word ‘workman’, 
without having resort to the exceptions. It cannot be held that every employee of an industry was to be a workman 
except those mentioned in the four exceptions as in the case these four classifications need not have been mentioned in 
the definition and a workman could have been defined as a person employed in an industry except in cases where he 
was covered by one of the exceptions. 

14. In cases where an employee is employed to do purely skilled or unskilled manual work, or supervisory work 
or technical work or clerical work there would be no difficulty in holding him to be a workman under the appropriate 
classification. Frequently, however, an employee is required to do more than one kind of work. IN such cases, it 
would be necessary to determine under which classification he will fall for the purpose of finding out whether he does 
not go out of the definition of ‘workman’ under the exceptions. The principle is now well settled that, for this purpose, 
a workman must be held to be employed to do that work which is the main work he is required to do even though he 
may incidentally doing other type of work. 

15. When the facts of the present case are examined on the touchstone of principles discussed above, it cannot be 
said that workman herein is not a workman within the ambit and scope of definition of the workman contained in 
section 2(s) of the act. There is no specific evidence to suggest that the workman herein exercising supervisory or 
administrative control over his subordinates staff, simply because he has been put in higher grades from time to time on 
account of length of his service that would not mean that workman is doing work in supervisory or managerial capacity 
so as to exclude him from the definition of the workman under the Acts. When a person is required to work with the 
assistance of his juniors or subordinates, it is but natural that he would be required to inspect or supervise the work 
done by them and if necessary he would be required to give instructions to them to do the work in a particular way. 
But it cannot be, therefore, said that he is carrying out supervisory work. I have gone through the ratio of law in UCO 
Bank Vs. Presiding Officer & Another 1999 V AD (DELHI) 514 and A.K.Patel V. Indian Hotels Co. Ltd. 2005 
(3) BomCR 645 . There is hardly any dispute with the proposition if law, propounded in the above cases. The burden 
of proof is normally upon a party who alleges a fact and not upon a party who denies it, for a negative, is not capable is 
proof. Ofcourse, the initial Onus is upon the workman to allege and prove the facts mentioned in the pleadings. 
However, when specific stand is taken by management that nature of duty performed by a workman is of supervisory or 
managerial in nature, in that eventuality, the burden will shift upon the management to prove that specific fact. 

16. It has been held in Management of Hindustan Moters Ltd. V. Lakshmiah and another. 2002(93) FLR 226 
(Mad.) = 2002 ( 2 ) LLN 725 that in order to find out as to whether a person was performing the work of supervisory or 
managerial in nature, the dominant purpose of the employment of the person concern should be taken into 
consideration and certain additional duties performed by him should be rejected while determining the status and 
character of the person. In view of above discussion it is held that work herein is a workman for the purpose of 
Section2(s) of the act as is not performing primarily duty of supervisory or managerial nature21. Similarly, Drawing of 
salary by a workman above the limit contained in the definition of the workman would not take him out of the purview 
of the definition of workman. The relevant test is whether such a workman was performing the work of supervisory or 
managerial in nature. Simply because the workman has been given promotion from time to time as per regulation 
would not mean that such a workman is performing duties of supervisory or managerial in nature. There is nothing in 
statement of Mahesh Kumar Gupta MW 1 as to what kind of supervisory or managerial duty was being performed by 
the workman herein. 

17. Now the next vital question which arises for consideration is whether the termination of the job of the 
workman W.E.F. of 01-09-2010 is illegal and unjustified. It is pertinent to note that in the termination letter dated 07- 
09-2010 Exhibit WW1/M3 there is no mention of the workman being in the habit of remaining unauthorizedly absent 
from the duty since Jan 2010. Admittedly the workman was terminated on 01-09-2010 as is clear from later WW1/M3. 
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It is neither in doubt nor in dispute that no enquiry whatsoever was conducted against the workman before terminating 
the job WW1/M3. It is the case of management as is evident exhibit WW1/M1 dated 03-08-2010 that workman was 
absent from the duty W.E.F 16-08-2010 without any prior information. He has not inform about his absence nor 
obtained prior permission for the same. 

18. It is clear from the evidence of the workman and his affidavit WW1/A that workman was confirmed 
02-08-2010 and was issued satisfactory annual report by the management. The letter of the appointment is exhibit 
WW1/M4 which also contains the term & conditions of the appointment. There is nothing in the above terms & 
conditions that service of workman can be dispensed with in the manner done by the management without holding 
proper enquiry. The record of the workman also shows that he has performed duty satisfactorily as is clear from letters 
Ex. WW2/2 and WW2/3. Salary certificate is exhibit WW2/4. Since in the case in hand no departmental enquiry was 
conducted against the workman by the management before his termination as such the Onus is upon the management to 
justify its action under the law. Learned A/R for the management could not cite any authority in support of the order of 
the termination without enquiry. It has been held in the case of H.M.T. Watch Lid.. Nainilal Vs Labour Court. 
Haldwani & Ors.(Uttarakhand High Court) of 2014 L.L.R. 1186 that when the workman remained absent from the 
duties or over stayed after expiry of his sanctioned leave and management terminated his services without holding any 
enquiry by invoking term & conditions contained in the standing order, the same was held to be not valid under the 
law. There cannot be any automatic termination of an employee on the basis of the standing orders and management is 
the required to follow the principle of natural justice before passing order of termination. It has come in the evidence 
of MWl/Mahesh Kumar Gupta that he could not find any document showing that workman remained absent prior to 
January 2010. He further admitted that no notice during the period of 6 March - July 2010 was served upon the 
workman regarding his unauthorized absence. He also could not produce the postal receipt of letter exhibit WW1/M1 
sent by registered post to the workman even the receipt of the said letter was not available in the office. He also could 
not produce any record regarding the dispatch of above letters to the workman. Thus, there is considerable force in the 
submission of the workman that his service was terminated without following any procedure, and he was not allowed to 
mark his attendance in the office by senior Manager. The net result of the discussion is that termination of the 
workman without holding enquiry whatsoever is illegal and unjustified as well as against the principles of natural 
justice. 

19. Now the other residual question required to be determent is whether workman is entitled for the relief of 

reinstatement with bag baggage’s, it was strongly argued on behalf of the management that instead of ordering 
reinstatement, workman be paid, lump sum compensation. In this regard the reliance was placed by the management 
upon the case of (1) Bhavnagar Municipal Corporation Vs. Jadeia Govubha Chhanubha, Decided on 03.12.2014 
MANU /SC/1110 /2014 (2) Gopal Vs Hindustan times Ltd., Decided on 30.11.2015 MANU/DE/3722/2015 (3) 
Rajasthan Lalit Kala Academy Vs. Radhey Shyarn, Decided on: 11.07.2008 MANU/SC/3003/2008 (4) Employers, 
Management of Centra P and D Inst. Ltd. Vs Union Of India (UOI) and Anr., Decided on: 17.12.2004 
MANU/SC/1075/2004 (5) Mahboob Deepak Vs. Nagar Pan.chayat Gajraula and Anr., Decided on: 13.12.2007 
MANU/SC/0198/2008 (6) Rakesh Kumar Vs. Management of bhagini Nivedita College Decided on: 25.08.2011 
MANU/DE/3245/2011 and (7) Hari Nandan Prasad and Anr. Vs. Employer I/R to Management of FCI and Anr. 
Decided on: 17.02.2014 MANU/SC/0103/2013 . Where as learned A/R for the workman countered the submissions of 
the management by urging that termination in this present case was totally illegal and management has thrown the 
workman out of service without following due procedure as such workman is entitled to be reinstated with full Back 
wages. It was also argued that ratio of the above rulings is not attracted to the case in hand in as much as facts of the 
present case are distinguishable. I have carefully examined the ratio of the law in the case of Bhawnagar Municiple 
corp. (supra! and in my humble opinion. Same is distinguishable on facts in the said case workman has hardly worked 
for 18 month that to nearly 3 decade ago and the transport department where he was working have been wound up. 
Accordingly the workman was not reinstated and only retrenchment compensation was paid. Similarly the ratio of the 
law in Gopal case (supra) is not applicable as workman was absent for several days in different years. Reliance placed 
upon the case of Rajasthan Lalit Kala (supra) is misplaced as in the said case, fact situation was different. The 
litigation in the said case was long drawn as such in the interest of justice, instead of reinstatement only back-wedges in 
the sum of with 3 lakhs was order to be paid for the workman. However in the above case Honorable Supreme Court 
held as under. 

“ Para 17: Once the termination of service of an employee is held to be illegal, the relief of reinstatement is 
ordinarily available to the employee. But the relief of reinstatement with full back-wages need not be granted 
automatically in every case where the Labour Court/Industrial Tribunal records the findings that the 
termination of services of a workman was in violation of the provisions of the Act. For this purpose, several 
factors like the manner and method of selection; nature of appointment—ad hoc, daily-wage, temporary or 
permanent etc., period for which the workman had worked and the delay in raising industrial dispute, are 
required to be taken into consideration." 

“Para 18: On the aspect, in General Manager, Haryana Roadways case (supra), a three-Judge Bench of this 
Court has observed thus: 
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“There is no rule of thumb that in every case where the Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25f of the Act, entire back wages should be awarded. A host of factors 
like the manner and method of selection and appointment, i.e., whether after proper advertisement of the 
vacancy or inviting applications from the employment exchange, nature appointments, namely, whether ad 
hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary or permanent in character, any special qualification required for the job 
and the like should be weighed and balanced in taking a decision regarding award of back wages. One of the 
important factors, which has to be taken into consideration, is the length of service, which the workman had 
rendered with the employer. If the workman has rendered a considerable period of service and his services are 
wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full or partial back wages keeping in view that at his age and the 
qualification possessed by him he may not be in a position to get another employment. However, where the 
total length of service rendered by a workman is very small, the award of back wages for the complete period, 
i.e., from the date of termination till the date of the award, which our experience shows is often quite large, 
would be wholly inappropriate. Another important factor, which requires to be taken into consideration is the 
nature of employment. A regular services of permanent character cannot be compared to short or intermittent 
daily wage employment though it may be for 240 days in a calendar year.” 

20. I have carefully gone through the ratio of law in Employers, Management of Central P & D Institute Ltd. Vs. 
Union of India ( AIR 2005 SC 633) and fact situation contained in the said ruling reveals a different story. It is clear 
from perusal of the judgment, in the said case that the lady workman was not interested in going back to her duties on 
the terms and conditions applicable to her on the date of her discharge as daily wager. Her discharge from service as 
daily wager was in violation of Section 25F of the Act. Since she was not willing to join duty, as such, she was 
awarded compensation in the sum of Rs.25,000.00. Similarly, reliance placed upon the case of Mahboob Deepak Vs, 
Nagar Panchavat Gajraula, decided on 13.12.2007 by the Hon’ble Apex Court is also not of much help so as to support 
the contention of the management. In the said case, workman was deployed as a daily wager and has not right to the 
post. His deployment was purely on temporary basis and one to one basis as he could not have been deployed against 
any Class III post. The said appointment was also held to be dehor the rules. It was against this background, in view of 
the termination of service of the said workman, the Court ultimately awarded only damages of Rs.50,000.00 as his 
appointment was against statutory rules. Equally misplaced is reliance upon the case of Rakesh Kumar Vs. 
Management of Bagini Nevedita College decided on 25.08.2011 by the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi and it is clear 
from perusal of the judgment that termination of the job of the workman was held to be illegal. Option was given to the 
management either to reinstate the workman without back wages or to pay the workman Rs.60,000.00 as lumpsum 
compensation alongwith Rs. 10,000.00 as cost of litigation in lieu of the reinstatement. Again, it is revealed from para 6 
of the judgment that the workman in the said case was engaged on adhoc basis hardly for 3-4 months and his total 
service was hardly about two years after ignoring the artificial breaks. Moreover, a regular employee had been selected 
against this post in accordance with the rules. Workman had also initially refused re-employment on adhoc basis as a 
result of which no reinstatement of the workman was allowed and only compensation was paid. 

21. Lastly, in the case of Hari Nandan Prasad Vs, Employer I/R to Management of FCI decided on 17.02,2014 . 
Hon’ble Apex Court dealt with the question of regularization of the workmen who have worked for more than 240 days 
continuously preceding their termination or disengagement as well as question of granting benefit of the scheme 
contained in circular dated 06.05.1997. Out of the two workmen, benefit of the scheme was granted to one workman 
whose case was duly covered by the said circular and it was denied to appellant No.l (workman) who was not in 
service when the circular was issued on 06.05.1987 as his services were dispensed with four years prior to issuance of 
the said scheme. It is clear that ratio of the above authority does not help the case of the management so far as the 
abstract question of reinstatement is concerned. 

22. It is pertinent to note here that fact situation in the present case is different from the factual matrix of the cases 
relied upon by the management, which have been discussed in detail. In most of the cases relied upon, either the 
workman was engaged for a short period or on adhoc basis against a non-sanctioned post and that too for a brief period, 
whereas admittedly in the present case, the workman was working on regular post and his recruitment was in 
accordance with the rules and regulations governing such employment. There is also no delay by the workman in 
approaching the Tribunal. Moreover, this Tribunal cannot ignore the fact that the workman was issued letter of 
appreciation from time to time and his services were terminated without holding any enquiry. 

23. It is apt to refer to the judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Deepali Gundu Surwase Vs. Kranti 
Junior Adhyapak mahavidyalaya (D.Ed.) and Qrs.(2013)10SCC324 . Wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court considerd the 
question of reinstatement of a workman who service was terminated illegally and was not found gainfully employed. 
Finally it was held by the court that in cases of wrongful termination of service, reinstatement with continuity of service 
and back wages was normal rule. Yet again in the case of Tapesh Kumar Paul Vs. BSNL and Anr. AIR 2015 SC357 
2014, the question of payment of back wages as well as reinstatement was considered at length. While relying upon of 
the ratio of Deepali Gundu Case (supra) and three Judge bench decision in Hindustan Tin Works (P) ltd. Vs, 
Employees of M/S Hindustan Tin Works Pvt. Ltd and Ors. MANU/SC/0272/1978G979) 2 SCC 80. In Para 22 it was 
observed as under:- 
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22:- The very idea of restoring an employee to the position which he held before dismissal or removal or 
termination of service implies that the employee will be put in the same position in which he would have been 
but for the illegal action taken by the employer. The injury suffered by a person, who is dismissed or removed 
or is otherwise terminated from service cannot easily be measured in terms of money. With the passing of an 
order which has the effect of serving the employer-employee relationship, the latter’s source of income gets 
dried up. Not only the employee concerned, but his entire family suffers grave adversities. They are deprived 
of the source of sustenance. The children are deprived of nutritious food and all opportunities of education 
and advancement in life. At times, the family has to borrow from the relatives and other acquaintance to avoid 
starvation. These sufferings continue till the competent adjudicatory forum decides on the legality of the 
action taken by the employer. The reinstatement of such an employee, which is preceded by a finding of the 
competent judicial/quasi-judicial body or court that the action taken by the employer is ultra vires the relevant 
statutory provisions or the principles of natural justice, entitles the employee to claim full back wages. If the 
employer wants to deny back wages to the employee contest his entitlement to get consequential benefits, then 
it is for him/her to specifically plead and prove that during the intervening period the employee was gainfully 
employed and was getting the same emoluments. The denial of back wages to an employee, who has suffered 
due to an illegal act of the employer would amount to indirectly punishing the employee concerned and 
rewarding the employer by relieving him of the obligation to pay back wages including the emoluments. 

24. Net result of the above discussion is that termination of the job of the workman with effect from 01.09.2010 
vide Ex. WW1/M3 is totally illegal and unjustified and as a consequence thereof, the workman herein, Shri Ajay 
Kumar Diwakar, is entitled for reinstatement with full back wages. An award is, accordingly, passed. Let this award 
be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : July 27, 2016 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3FRF, 2016 

cFF.3TT. 1673.—fWiPiF fFFIF FfHfFFF, 1947 (1947 FF 14) Fit HIF 17 F' FTFFT FHFf 

FFFF FFTFtF ckKWH 3TR1 FfeFl PdPN^ FT FFHFF FT FF5 PH4MFF 3TR FFF' <=b4<=bK FT #F, 3RJFF 
aiWlPlF fFFK F ^#F FTFF7 fW|P|F srfFFRGl RF FF -FI4M4-1, fFFrft FT FFTF (tM 3rM F. 135/2015) Fit 
yFlfiJId FEFf f Ft F7FFT FF 04.08.2016 FF FRF fFl FTI 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 


[F. RRJ-42012/91/2015 -3TH;3TR (FPj)] 
Ft. FFFfFTFT, FFF 3#IFF7t 


S.O. 1673. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 135/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the Central Cottage Industries Corporation of India Limited and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016. 


ANNEXURE 


[No. L-42012/91/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 135/2015 


Shri Radhey Shyam, 

S/o Shri Babu Ram, 

House No.58, Vikaram Enclave, 

Dilshad Extension, Part II, Bhopura, 

Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh 201 005 .. .Workman 

Versus 

The Managing Director, 

M/s Central Cottage Industries Corporation of India Ltd., 

Jawahar Vyapar Bhawan, Janpath, 

New Delhi- 110 001 


...Management 
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AWARD 

A letter No.L-42012/91/2015-IR(DU) dated 26.05.2015 was received from Ministry of Labour for 
adjudication of the industrial dispute under clause (d) of sub-section! 1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 fin short the Act) with the following terms of reference: 

‘Whether the action of the management in terminating the services of the workman, Shri Radhey Shyam, S/o 
Shri Babu Ram is illegal and/or unjustified and if yes, to what relief is the workman entitled and what 
directions are necessary in this respect? 

2. Both the parties were put to notice and upon appearance, Shri Radhey Shyam, the workman herein, filed 
statement of claim wherein it is averred that the workman joined services of the management on 28.12.1993 as a helper 
and his last drawn wages was Rs.20,340.50 as per the pay slip.. He had an unblemished record of service and there was 
no complaint whatsoever against him regarding performance of his duties. Workman was diligent & devoted and was 
also rewarded by the management on many occasions. Appreciation was also issued by the Managing Director, Shri 
Durgesh Shankar when the workman was working as delivery assistant at showroom, Janpath, New Delhi vide letter 
dated 31.10.2003. 

3. It is also alleged that on 28.12.1993, appointment letter was issued to the workman for probation. Since then, 
workman has been regularly working in Delhi office. Workman completed his probation period of one year from the 
date of appointment, which was further extended. Thereafter, the workman continued as permanent employee of the 
management. 

4. It is the case of the workman that he was seriously ill and was not even in a position to report for duties with 
effect from 07.09.2011 and intimation was given in this regard to the management. On 26.09.2011 management issued 
show cause notice to the workman and same was duly replied by the workman wherein he had explained the reasons 
for his absence was on account of his serious illness. Workman was advised rest and not to do work which required 
prolonged sitting and stooping down frequently. Management declined the request of the workman vide letter dated 
14.05.2012 and vide letter dated 26.11.2012 terminated his services. Pursuant thereto, a detailed reply was given by the 
workman wherein he requested that he may not be terminated and be given work of Guard, which requires sitting only; 
or in the alternative to grant him voluntary retirement and with the request to take one of his sons in the job. The 
workman has filed medical papers alongwith his reply, but the management refused to retain the workman in service 
and thus terminated the workman arbitrarily and unjustifiably. Thereafter workman served legal demand notice dated 
09.09.2013 upon the management but of no use. 

5. It is pertinent to mention here that despite issuance of notice to the management, none appeared on behalf of 
the management, as a result of which this Tribunal vide a order dated 12.01.2016, proceeded ex-parte against the 
management. 

6. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of the workman was recorded. The workman tendered in evidence his affidavit 
Ex.WWl/A and documents Ex.WWl/1 to Ex.Wl/9. It is clear from averments contained in the affidavit that it is 
virtually reiteration of the material facts contained in the statement of claim. 

7. During the course of arguments, attention of the Tribunal was invited to Office Order No.1021 dated 
30.12.1998 Ex.WWl/8 which shows that the workman was initially appointed as helper from 28.12.1993 in Delhi 
office on payment of salary of Rs.l 100.00 per month. He was to remain on probation for a period of one year from 
the date of his appointment. Letter Ex.WWl/9 shows that the management has remitted Rs. 1,98,994.90 in Saving 
Bank account of the workman towards full and final dues payable to him on account of his termination from service 
with effect from 26.11.2012. It is necessary to mention here that during his service the workman was issued letter of 
appreciation Ex.WWl/1 by the management. Letter Ex.WWl/2 shows that he was a delivery assistant at the time of 
termination of his job. It is also mentioned in the said letter that the workman has not been reporting for duties from 
27.12.2010 to 03.09.2011 and 07.09.2011 till issue of the said letter dated 26.11.2012 on account of various medical 
ailments. There is also mention of the fact in the letter that the workman has clearly informed the management that he 
was unable either to walk or sit for long time or even to bend down. It was on account of these circumstances that the 
management was constrained to terminate services of the workman on 26.11.2012. Demand notice in the present case 
is Ex.WWl/3. 

8. Now, the vital question which requires determination in the present case is whether the termination of job of 
the workman herein is illegal and/or unjustified. It is neither in doubt nor in dispute that the workman herein was 
initially appointed on 28.12.1993 as is evident from his letter of appointment Ex.WWl/8. Permanent disability 
certificate of the workman is Ex.WWl/5, which reads as under: 

‘This is to certify that Shri Radhey Shyam S/o Shri Babu Lai, aged 52 years old Male/Female, Registration 
No.420/88/03/16 is a case of locomotor disabled and has 75% (seventy five percent) permanent locomotor 
impairment in relation to his/her whole body.’ 

9. Workman, in reply to the show cause notice, has clearly mentioned in his reply Ex.WWl/6, that due to illness 
workman is not in a position to attend office and regarding this, he had already informed the office in writing that the 
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doctor has advised him complete rest and he is facing tremendous difficulty in walking. It was on account of this 
reason, that the workman was not in a position to attend office and he had requested the management with folded 
hands that he either be given voluntary retirement or one of his sons be adjusted suitably in his place by the 
management. 

10. Admittedly, in the case in hand, no enquiry whatsoever was conducted by the management before the issuing 
order of termination of the workman herein vide letter Ex.WWl/2. It is further clear from facts discussed above that 
absence of the workman herein was not intentional but the same was due to reasons beyond his control. He has 
specifically mentioned in his reply Ex.WWl/6 that the doctor has advised him medical rest and he was not even in a 
position to walk properly. It is not the case of the management that the workman has wilfully and intentionally 
abstained from duty. Rather, it is clearly mentioned in the disability certificate Ex.WWl/5 that the workman is 
suffering from disability to the extent of 75%. It is case of locomotor disability in relation to whole body. In such 
circumstances, the management instead of taking a sympathetic and holistic view of the entire matter has gone to the 
extent of terminating the services of the workman in utter violation of principles of natural justice without even holding 
an enquiry. There is no evidence adduced by the management nor any reply to the statement of claim has been 
filed. As such, averments contained in the affidavit of the workman, Ex.WWl/A remains unrebutted and same are 
liable to be accepted. 

11. During the course of arguments on behalf of the workman, reliance was placed by the learned authorized 
representative upon the case of Kunal Singh Vs. Union of India wherein provisions of Disabilities (Equal 
Opportunities, Protection Of Rights And Full Participation) Act, 1995 was the subject matter of interpretation before 
the highest Court. Section 47 of the above Act, which is relevant in the context of the controversy reads as under: 

47. Non-discrimination in Government Employment 

(1) No establishment shall dispense with or reduce in rank, an employee who acquires a 
disability during his service : 

Provided that, if an employee, after acquiring disability is not suitable for the post he was holding, 
could be shifted to some other post with the same pay scale and service benefits : 

Provided further that if it is not possible to adjust the employee against any post, he may be kept on a 
supernumerary post until a suitable post is available or he attains the age of superannuation, 
whichever is earlier. 

(2) No promotion shall be denied to a person merely on the ground of his disability: 

Provided that the appropriate Government may, having regard to the type of work carried on 
in any establishment, by notification and subject to such conditions, if any, as may be specified in 
such notification, exempt any establishment from the provisions of this section.’ 

12. It is clear from the above provisions that the employee who has acquired disability during his service is neither 

to be reduced in rank nor his services can be dispensed with during the course of employment. Rather, duty has been 

cast by the proviso of the above section to adjust such an employee on a suitable post till the age of his 
superannuation. Similarly, no promotion can be denied to a person merely on grounds of disability. Although here 
this Tribunal is not concerned with the promotion of a disabled person, intention of the Parliament in the above 
Legislation is manifest and clear from the above provisions, which excludes any action of discrimination with disabled 
persons who is in employment of the Government. 

13. Yet, in another latest judgement, Hon’ble Supreme Court while interpreting provisions of Section 33 of the 
above Act in WP(C) No.521/2016 Rajiv Kumar Gupta and others Vs. Union of India, decided on 30.06.2016, quashed 
the office memorandum of the Government of India issued under persons with Disability Act 1995, wherein certain 
unreasonable conditions were contained in the memorandum while considering the question of promotion of disabled 
employees. An overall examination of the judgement would show that the Hon’ble Apex Court has categorically 
observed that persons with disability are to be treated in a proper manner and cannot be thrown out from service on the 
grounds of their non-suitability for the said post. In the case in hand also, services of the workman herein has been 
terminated by the management vide letter Ex.WWl/2 without any enquiry or procedure. Accordingly, it is held that 
order of termination dated 26.11.2012 of the workman herein is totally illegal and unjustified. As such, the same 
cannot be legally sustained. 

14. As a necessary corollary to the above discussion, it is held that Shri Radhey Shyam, workman 
herein, is entitled for reinstatement with full back wages, including all consequential benefits. An award is, 
accordingly, passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated : July 29, 2016 


A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1674. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 110/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the M/s. Municipal Corporation of Delhi (South) and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42011/75/2013-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRIAVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 110/2013 


Shri Netar Pal, S/o Shri Rajveer 
Through MCD General Mazdoor Union, 

Room No.95, Barrack No. 1/10, 

Jam Nagar House, Shahjahan Road, 

New Delhi .. .Workman 

Versus 

The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi(South), 

9 th Floor, Civic Centre, Minto Road, 

New Delhi 110 002 .. .Management 

Reference under Section 10 sub section (2A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act) was 
received from the Central Government, Ministry of Labour and Employment vide it orders No.L-42011/75/2013- 
IR(DU) dated 22.07.2013 for adjudication of the industrial dispute with the following terms: 

‘Whether the action of the management of MCD in not granting pay scale of Rs.3050-4590 with effect from 
16.07.1997 and revised from time to time alongwith all consequential benefits to workman Shri Neter Pal, S/o 
Shri Rajveer, officiating Chaudhary is fair and justified? To what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?’ 

2. Both the parties were put to notice and the workman Shri Netar Pal filed his statement of claim, wherein it is 
alleged that he has been allotted work of Chaudhary with effect from 16.07.1997 by the competent officers of 
Horticulture Department. He was posted in Green Park under South Zone to work under Director of Horticulture. 
However, he has been denied pay scale of Chaudhary, revised from time to time. His qualification is 10 th pass though 
no such qualification is prescribed for promotion to the post of Garden Chaudhary. The workman has got payment of 
salary in the lower pay scale of mali, i.e. Rs.2550-3200 revised from time to time and has been denied the scale of 
Chaudhary, i.e. Rs.3050-4590 for his performing the duty of Chaudhary with effect from 16.07.1997. Action of the 
management is alleged to be illegal and unjustified and amounts to unfair labour practice. 

3. It is also averred in para 6 of the statement of claim that Hon’ble High Court, Delhi, in the matter of Jai 
Chand vs Municipal Corporation of Delhi (CW 6514/2001) has disapproved the non-payment of wages for those malis 
who are working on the post of Chaudhary vide its judgement dated 02.05.2003. After the above judgement of the 
Hon’ble Court, Municipal Corporation of Delhi (Horticulture Department) has also issued order 
No.ADC(Hor.)/AO(Hort)/DA-VII/05/457 dated 04.03.2005 (Annexure B). There is also reference to the judgment of 
Division Bench of High Court of Delhi in the matter of Municipal Corporation of Delhi vs. Sultan Singh wherein also 
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plea of the MCD regarding non-payment of wages of Chaudhary to malis who are doing working of Chaudhary, was 
turned down by the Hon’ble High Court in judgement dated 27.07.2011. 

4. It is also averred that similar situated workmen (Mali and Chowkidar) who were performing duty of 
Chaudhary were granted pay scale of Chaudhary from the date when they were asked to perform duty on the higher 
post and management has challenged the order dated 27.07.2011 of the Labour Court in the matter of MCD vs Sultan 
Singh as well as before the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India by Special Leave to Appeal No.S20069/2011 and the plea 
by MCD all the time has been dismissed by both, before the High Court as well as the Hon’ble Supreme Court. 
Workman herein is also similarly situated and doing work of Chaudhary and as such entitled to same benefits. 

5. Management has demurred claim of the workman by taking preliminary objections, inter alia, present dispute 
is not an industrial dispute and no demand notice has been served upon the management, MCD General Mazdoor 
Sangh has not locus standi to raise the present dispute as the said union is not a recognized of the management. In para 
5 of the preliminary objection, it is admitted that the workman herein was engaged on the post of mali on daily wage 
basis and was later on regularized on the same post of mali in the pay scale Rs.750-940 (pre-revised) + usual 
allowances. There is prescribed procedure for promotion to the post of Garden Chaudhary and there must be 
sanctioned/vacant post of Garden Chaudhary to which the workman can lay claim when he has passed trade test 
conducted by the department. Claimant has not passed the said trade test nor is he performing duties of Garden 
Chaudhary. No such office order has been issued by the competent authority. It is further alleged that the workman 
herein is not entitled for any relief on account of delay and laches and reliance is also put on judgements of the Apex 
Court in the case of ‘Nedungadi Bank Limited Vs. K.P. Madhavankutty & ors’ (2002 (2) SC 4) and State Co-op Land 
Development Bank Vs. Neelam (2005) 5 SC 91). Management, on merits, have denied material averments and denied 
that the workman herein is 10 th pass or was performing duties of Chaudhary at any point of time. As pper service book 
of the claimant, he is only 7 th pass. Accordingly, it is prayed that claim of the workman herein is liable to be 
dismissed, being devoid of merits. 

6. Against this factual background, my learned predecessor, on the basis of pleadings of the parties, vide a order 
dated 28.10.2013, framed the following issues: 

(i) Whether a stale claim has been referred for adjudication? It yes, its effects. 

(ii) Whether dispute has not acquired status of an industrial dispute for want of service of demand notice 
on the management? 

(iii) Whether dispute has not acquired status of an industrial dispute for want of espousal? 

(iv) As in terms of reference 

Findings on Issue No.(i) 

7. Admittedly, in the present case, reference has been made under Section 10 sub Section (2A) of the Act for 
adjudication. It is now well settled position in law that when a reference has been made for adjudication to the Tribunal 
or Labour Court, as the case may be, it is paramount duty of the court to decide the same on merits, irrespective of the 
pleas taken by the management. The dispute in the case in hand cannot be said to be stale for the simple reason that 
there is no previous adjudication of the matter between the parties from a competent court nor that there is inordinate 
delay in approaching this Tribunal by the workman. 

8. It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Raghubir Singh vs. General Manager (2014) 
Lab.I.C. 4266 = (2014) 10 SCC 301 that a reference for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal can be made by the 
appropriate Government at any time and provisions of Limitation Act does not apply. There are clear observations in 
the above judgement that industrial dispute is to be decided by the Tribunal or Labour Court on merits, irrespective of 
the plea of limitation. Therefore, ratio of law in the case of ‘Nedungadi Bank Limited Vs. K.P. Madhavankutty & ors’ 
(supra) and State Co-op Land Development Bank Vs. Neelam (supra) is not applicable to the case in hand as there is no 
inordinate delay nor workman is guilty of delay and laches in approaching the court. Accordingly, this issue is decided 
in favour of the workman and against the management. 

Findings on Issue No.(ii) and (iii) 

9. Both these issues are being taken up together for the purpose of discussion as well as disposal as they are 
inter-related. It is clear from the preliminary objections taken in the written statement by the management that the 
management has raised objections that no demand notice has been served upon the management nor the MCD General 
Mazdoor Union has any locus standi to raise the present dispute as the union is not a recognized union of the 
management. To my mind, there is no requirement of law that a dispute can be raised only by a recognized union. In 
this regard, it is appropriate to refer to the judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of State of Bihar Vs. Kripa 
Shankar Jaiswal (AIR 1961 (2) SC Report 1) wherein also objection was taken on behalf of the management that the 
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union was not a registered under the Trade Union Act on the date of the settlement and said plea was rejected by 
observing as under: 

‘Held, that for a dispute to constitute an industrial dispute it is not a requisite condition that it should be 
sponsored by a recognized union or that all the workmen of an industrial establishment should be 
parties to it. A settlement arrived at in course of conciliation proceedings falls within Section 18(3)(a) and fd) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and as such binds all the workmen though an unregistered union or only some 
of workmen may have raised the dispute. The absence of notice under Section 11(2) by the Conciliation 
Officer does not affect the jurisdiction of the conciliation officer and its only purpose is to apprise the 
establishment that the person who is coming is the conciliation officer and not a stranger. Any 
contravention o f Section 12(6) in not submitting the report within 14 days may be a breach of duty on the part 
of the conciliation officer ; it does not affect the legality of the proceedings which terminated as provided in 
Section 20(2) of the Act. 

10. Equally merit-less is the plea taken by the management that the present dispute is not sponsored or espoused 
by substantial number of workmen. It is fairly settled position in law that even non-espousal of a case by the union 
would not deprive the workman of the relief to which the workman is otherwise entitled under the law. Such view 
appears to have been taken in the case of Nazrul Hassan Siddiqui vs. Presiding Officer, Industrial cum Labour Court 
Bombay (1997) Lab.I.C. 1807. In the above cited case also contention was raised by the management that the dispute 
dies not fall within the definition of ‘industrial dispute’ and the same has not been referred or supported by substantial 
section of workmen. High Court rejected the plea of the management by placing reliance upon the decision of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Associated Cement Companies Ltd. (AIR 1960 SC 777), which it was observed 
as under: 

‘We have already noticed that an industrial dispute can be raised by a group of workmen or by a 
union even though neither of them represent the majority of the workmen concerned; in other words, the 
majority rule on which the appellant’s construction of Section 19(6) is based is inapplicable in the matter of 
the reference under Section 10 of the Act. Even a minority group of workmen can make a demand and 
thereby raise an industrial dispute which in a proper case would be referred or adjudication under Section 20.’ 

11. In view of the ratio of the judgement discussed above, it is clear that espousal of a dispute by the union is not 
sine qua non for adjudication of such dispute in terms of Section 10 of the Act. Consequently, both these issues are 
decided in favour of the workman and against the management. 

Findings on Issue No.4 

12. Now, the main issue which requires determination in the case in hand is whether the workman herein is 
entitled for grant of pay scale of Rs.3050-4590 as revised from time to time alongwith consequential benefits. It is 
clear from pleadings of the parties that initially the workman herein was appointed as mali on daily wage basis and later 
on he was regularized on the same post of mali in the pay scale of Rs.750-940(pre-revised) alongwith usual allowances. 
This fact has been admitted even by the management in para 5 of the preliminary objections. 

13. There is also ample evidence on record that the workman herein was performing duty as officiating 
Chaudhary. It is clear from perusal of document dated 12.08.2004 (List of Chaudharys working in Udhyah Vibhag) 
Ex.WWl/1 that name of the workman, Shri Ramesh Chand finds mention at serial No.26 and is working as Chaudhary 
since 16.07.1997. Workman, in order to prove his case, has tendered in evidence his affidavit Ex.WWl/A, wherein 
material averments contained in statement of claim has been reiterated. It is specifically alleged in the affidavit that he 
was doing work of acting Chaudhary with effect from 01.01.1997. There are also averments in his affidavit that one 
Shri Jai Chand has also been granted pay scale of Chaudhary by the management of MCD and Sultan Singh and others 
vs. MCD, who were doing work of acting Chaudhary , vide judgement of the Hon’ble High Court, i.e. in the case of 
MCD vs. Sultan Singh & others and necessary orders for implementation of the said judgement were issued by MCD 
vide order dated 04.06.2013. There is no cross examination of the workman/deponent that he has appeared as WW1. 
The workman has also tendered in evidence extracts of attendance registers Ex.WWl/4 for July 2013, Ex.WWl/5 for 
August 2013, Ex.WWl/6 for September 2013, Ex.WWl/7 for October 2013 and Ex.WWl/8 for November 2013, 
which shows that the workman Shri Ramesh Chand was performing duties of Chaudhary. 

14. There is no merit in the stand taken by the management in its reply, that the workman here is not entitled for 
promotion to the post of Chaudhary as similarly situated other workers who were performing duties of Chaudhary, i.e. 
acting Chaudhary have been granted pay scale of Garden Chaudhary after judgement dated 27.07.2011 rendered by the 
Hon’ble High Court in the case of MCD vs. Sultan Singh as well as MCD vs. Mahipal(WP 5550 of 2010). Operating 
portion of the judgement in Sultan Singh (supra) of the Hon’ble Division Bench is as under: 

“28. Considering the entire facts and circumstances it is apparent that the claim of the respondents have 
always been that they should be paid the difference in pay of Mali/Chowkidar and the Garden Chaudhary as 
they were made to work on the post of Garden Chaudhary whereas the petitioner had first denied that they 
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worked as Garden Chaudharies, then took the plea that the Assistant Director (Horticulture) was not 
competent to ask the respondents to work as Garden Chaudharies and that the respondents cannot be appointed 
to the post of Garden Chaudharies in accordance with the recruitment rules. There is no doubt that respondents 
are not claiming appointment to the post of Garden Chaudharies on account of having worked on ad-hoc basis 
on the post of Garden Chaudhary contrary to rules or that some of them not having the requisite qualifications 
are entitled for relaxation. 

29. In the entirety of facts and circumstances therefore, the learned counsel for the petitioner has failed to 
make out any such grounds which will impel this Court to exercise its jurisdiction under Article 226 of the 
Constitution to set aside the orders of the Tribunal dated 29th January, 2010 and 7th October, 2010 as no 
illegality or un- sustainability or perversity in the orders of the Tribunal has been made out. 

30. The writ petition is, therefore, dismissed. Parties are left to bear their own cost.” 

15. It is further clear that SLP was also filed by MCD before the Hon’ble Apex Court vide IA No.2 WP for special 
leave S20069/2011 MCD vs. Sultan Singh and others which was also dismissed as withdrawn vide order dated 
09.04.2012. It is further clear that the Hon’ble High Court in Sultan Singh case strongly deprecated the stand taken by 
the management that the workmen were not possessing requisite qualification or have not qualified the test etc. It was 
clarified that since the workmen were discharging duties to the post of Garden Chaudhary, a such, workmen were 
entitled for the salary of Garden Chaudhary and competent authority need not look into anything else except the fact 
that the workman had worked as Garden Chaudhary. Therefore, stand taken by the management that the workman 
herein could not qualify the test conducted by Education Consultant India Limited is without any merit and has no 
relevance so far as question of grant of salary against the post of Garden Chaudhary is concerned. 

16. It is not out of place to mention here that even if the workman herein was not a party in Sultan Singh case 
referred above, judgement of the Hon’ble High Court is binding on the management and management is required to 
implement the same in letter and spirit as the same is judgement in rem, and all similarly situated workmen are required 
to be accorded the benefit of the said judgement of the Hon’ble High Court, which have become final. There is no 
question of even plea of delay and laches when management had not led any evidence to prove the same. The Hon’ble 
High Court has decided an abstract proposition of law, i.e. a mali who is performing duty as officiating/acting 
Chaudhary is entitled to the salary/wages of Chaudhary. Law is fairly settled that if a person is working on a higher 
post, on adhoc or temporary basis, even such workman is entitled to salary/wages of higher post, unless rules or 
regulations specifically provides otherwise. I find support to this view from Secretary vs. Lieutenant Governor Port 
Blair (1998 Lab.I.C. 598), yet in another case, Hon’ble Apex Court while considering that question of grant of 
benefits to similarly situated employees who were not party to the writ petition or lis in the case of State of Uttar 
Pradesh vs. Arvind Kumar Srivastava (2015) 1 SCC 347 observed as under: 

“The moot question which requires determination is as to whether in the given case, approach of the Tribunal 
and the High Court was correct in extending the benefit of earlier judgment of the Tribunal, which had 
attained finality as it was affirmed till the Supreme Court. The legal principles that can be culled from the 
judgments, cited both by the appellants as well as the respondents, can be summed up as under: 

(1) Normal rule is that when a particular set of employees is given relief by the Court, all other identically 
situated persons need to be treated alike by extending that benefit. Not doing so would amount to 
discrimination and would be violative of Article 14 of the Constitution of India. This principle needs to be 
applied in service matters more emphatically as the service jurisprudence evolved by this Court from time to 
time postulates that all similarly situated persons should be treated similarly. Therefore, the normal rule would 
be that merely because other similarly situated persons did not approach the Court earlier, they are not to be 
treated differently. 

(2) However, this principle is subject to well recognized exceptions in the form of laches and delays as well as 
acquiescence. Those persons who did not challenge the wrongful action in their cases and acquiesced into the 
same and woke up after long delay only because of the reason that their counterparts who had approached the 
Court earlier in time succeeded in their efforts, then such employees cannot claim that the benefit of the 
judgment rendered in the case of similarly situated persons be extended to them. They would be treated as 
fence-sitters and laches and delays, and/or the acquiescence, would be a valid ground to dismiss their claim. 

(3) However, this exception may not apply in those cases where the judgment pronounced by the Court was 
judgment in rem with intention to give benefit to all similarly situated persons, whether they approached the 
Court or not. With such a pronouncement the obligation is cast upon the authorities to itself extend the benefit 
thereof to all similarly situated person. Such a situation can occur when the subject matter of the decision 
touches upon the policy matters, like scheme of regularization and the like (see K.C. Sharma & Ors. v. Union 
of India (supra). On the other hand, if the judgment of the Court was in personam holding that benefit of the 
said judgment shall accrue to the parties before the Court and such an intention is stated expressly in the 
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judgment or it can be impliedly found out from the tenor and language of the judgment, those who want to get 
the benefit of the said judgment extended to them shall have to satisfy that their petition does not suffer from 
either laches and delays or acquiescence.” 

17. In view of the discussions made herein above, it is held that the workman is entitled to the pay scale of Garden 
Chaudhary with effect from 16.07.1997 and as a corollary, management is liable pay the difference of wages of mali 
vis-a-vis Garden Chaudhary from the date when the workman herein was performing duties and functions of Garden 
Chaudhary. An award is accordingly passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under 
Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

Dated : July 29, 2016 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M f^ft, 5 33W, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1675.—3iWlPl<4> srfkrfWT, 1947 (1947 14) RET 17 ^ 3FJWT R ^#4 RRFR RRfq 

^ WRUT ^ TRS rndMcbl' ark <=b4<=bK ^ #Ef, appfa R StWlPlcb fpRK R 7TRRE 3tklp|cb 
srftRRUT iTcf 9TP "4I4M4-1, ^ W (31 tM Tf. 37/2016) wlw Wt t Wf ^#4 TR47R R4 04.08.2016 RTT 

W7f 7[31T 2R| 

[Tf. RPT-42011/191/2015—3TT^3TR (qPj)] 

qt. dujJimid, qqpr qfqqtKt 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1675. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 37/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the SCOPE and others and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42011/191/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 37/2016 

Shri Surender Singh Negi, S/o Shri Vijay Singh Negi, through 
The President, 

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union 
Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan, 

13 A, Rouse Avenue 

New Delhi 110 019 .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, 

SCOPE, 

Core No.8, 1 st Floor, 

SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road, 

New Delhi 110 003 

2. M/s Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. 

40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park, 

New Delhi 110 019 ... Managements 

AWARD 

Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/191/2015-IR(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 
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“Whether the termination of Shri Surender Singh Negi S/o Shri Vijay Singh Negi with effect from 28.10.2014 
by the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contract awarded by SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels Security 
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in the establishment of principal employer can be construed as 
sham and bogus as requested by the workman Shri Surender Singh Negi S/o Shri Vijay Singh Negi? If yes, 
what relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Surender Singh Negi opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained 
affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above notice was 
served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No 
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the 
reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : August 2, 2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M fFFrft, 5 3TF7F, 2016 

cFF.3TT. 1676.—FiWlPlF fFFK 3TMFFF, 1947 (1947 FIT 14) Fit FET 17 F' 3EITEFT F F^FtF TRFFT TFFF FF 
FFtf ^ FFFFF FT FFTS iFFTFFF 3Tk FE^FFT ^ #F, 3TJFF 4 fFf^F 3lWlPlF fFFTF F TRFFT sMfFFT 

3TfFFEFT Ref T5RT ^FET1FET-1, fe# FT FF1F (3TlM TT. 38/2016) FF FFFfFF FFcft t ^1 ^#F TEFFT FF 04.08.2016 FF 
WF F3F FTI 


|TT. EFL42011/192/2015-3T^3TK (^)| 
Ft. FT. ^JJFfFM, FTFT 3TfFFFTf 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1676. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 38/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the SCOPE and others and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42011/192/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 38/2016 

Shri Deepak Ranjan Pradhan, S/o Shri Sarveshwar Pradhan, through 
The President, 

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union 
Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan, 

13 A, Rouse Avenue 
New Delhi 110 019 


...Workman 
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Versus 

1. The General Manager, 
SCOPE, 

Core No.8, 1 st Floor, 
SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road, 
New Delhi 110 003 


...Managements 

AWARD 

Central Government, vide letter No. L-42011/192/2015-IR(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the termination of Shri Deepak Ranjan Pradhan S/o Shri Sarveshwar Pradhan with effect from 
28.10.2014 by the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled to? Whether the contract awarded by SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels 
Security Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in the establishment of principal employer can be 
construed as sham and bogus as requested by the workman Shri Deepak Ranjan Pradhan S/o Shri Sarveshwar 
Pradhan? If yes, what relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Deepak Ranjan Pradhan opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained 
affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above notice was 
served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No 
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the 
reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : August 2, 2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 5 3RRR, 2016 

-RR-.3TT. 1677.— siWlPldi fRRK 1947 ( 1947 RR 14) R?t RET 17 ^ R TER7R TERR R5 

^ WRT5T ^ RES PH4Mcb! 3Tp <=b4<=bK ^ #E, 3EJEE E sffeftfw fEER E 7RERT sMfERT 

srfetrnr pcf er -eirmr-i, fe# ^ eee (snM e. 39/2016) rr eerIeie wt t El teetr er 04.08.20i6 er 

ETET 7[3R ETI 


2. M/s. Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. 
40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park, 
New Delhi 110 019 


[E. ^-42011/193/2015-3^3^ (^Uj)j 
Et. -RRRfRlRT, RTR7 3#IRRfl 


New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1677. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 39/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the SCOPE and others and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
04.08.2016. 


[No. L-42011/193/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 39/2016 

Shri Sanjay Kumar Singh, S/o Shri Basudev Singh, through 
The President, 

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union 
Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan, 

13 A, Rouse Avenue 

New Delhi 110 019 .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, 

SCOPE, 

Core No.8, 1 st Floor, 

SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road, 

New Delhi 110 003 

2. M/s. Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. 

40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park, 

New Delhi 110 019 .. .Managements 

AWARD 

Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/193/2015-IR(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the termination of Shri Sanjay Kumar Singh S/o Shri Basudev Singh with effect from 28.10.2014 by 
the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contract awarded by SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels Security 
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in the establishment of principal employer can be construed as 
sham and bogus as requested by the workman Shri Sanjay Kumar Singh S/o Shri Basudev Singh? If yes, what 
relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Sanjay Kumar Singh opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained 
affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above notice was 
served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No 
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the 
reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : August 2, 2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 

M fFEETt, 5 3RTFR, 2016 

FFF.3TT. 1678.—3TklPlF fFFK 3TMFFF, 1947 (1947 FF 14) Fit FRT 17 F' 3RJFRFT F ^ERPl FRFFF FFFF 
FT WRT5T ^ TEES fFFTFFF 3Tk FFR <=b4<=bK F' #F, 3RJFF 3 fqf^: 3lWlPlF fFFTF F FREER sMfiRE 

srfFFRur rf rf ^tftert-i , fFEEft ft ffie (snM ft. 40 / 2016 ) ff fffIrtf fre) t # ^erOf freer ff 04 . 08 . 20 i 6 ff 

FEE f3TT FTI 

[FT. REf-42011/194/2015- 3TT^3TR Cgfcj)] 
Ft. FI. FujJIIMId, RFFT 3TfFFFFt 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1678. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 40/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the SCOPE and others and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42011/194/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 40/2016 

Shri Biresh Chander, S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadav, through 
The President, 

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union 
Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan, 

13 A, Rouse Avenue 

New Delhi 110 019 .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, 

SCOPE, 

Core No.8, 1 st Floor, 

SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road, 

New Delhi 110 003 

2. M/s Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. 

40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park, 

New Delhi 110 019 .. .Managements 

AWARD 

Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/194/2015-IR1DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the termination of Shri Biresh Chander S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadav with effect from 28.10.2014 by 
the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contract awarded by SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels Security 
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in the establishment of principal employer can be construed as 
sham and bogus as requested by the workman Shri Biresh Chander S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadav? If yes, what 
relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Biresh Chander opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained 
affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above notice was 
served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No 
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the 
reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : August 2, 2016 

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 


M 5 34444, 2016 

WT.3TT. 1679.—Rich 1947 (1947 44 14) 4141 17 ^ SFjWT 4 ^F#4 414444 4444 ^ 

3444f 44444 ^ 44441 PH4NcbT 34l4 444 4>4<+>K ^ #4, 3PJ44 4 3jh)p|q> f4444 4 ^£#4 sMfiFE 

STfeFFT 44 44 "4I4M4-1, fe# ^ W (34lM 44. 41/2016) 44 444f44 TOt t 4f[ ^#4 444444 44 04.08.2016 44 
W4 1|341 241 

[44. 4^-42011/195/2015-34^344 (4P))] 
4t. 41. 4UHINM, ^447 34f4444t 

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016 

S.O. 1679. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 41/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
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the management of the SCOPE and others and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 
04.08.2016. 

[No. L-42011/195/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 41/2016 

Shri Ashok Kumar Bal, S/o Shri Amuly Kumar Bal, through 
The President, 

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union 
Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan, 

13 A, Rouse Avenue 

New Delhi 110 019 .. .Workman 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, 

SCOPE, 

Core No.8, 1 st Floor, 

SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road, 

New Delhi 110 003 

2. M/s. Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. 

40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park, 

New Delhi 110 019 ... Managements 

AWARD 

Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/195/2015-IR(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the termination of Shri Biresh Chander S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadav with effect from 28.10.2014 by 
the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contract awarded by SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels Security 
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in the establishment of principal employer can be construed as 
sham and bogus as requested by the workman Shri Biresh Chander S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadav? If yes, what 
relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. Vide letter No.L-42011/195/2015-IR(DU) dated 28.03.2016, Corrigendum was issued by the appropriate 
Government, vide which the schedule of reference was corrected as under: 

“Whether the termination of Shri Ashok Kumar Bal S/o Shri Amuly Kumar Bal with effect from 28.10.2014 
by the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd. is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contract awarded by SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels Security 
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in the establishment of principal employer can be construed as 
sham and bogus as requested by the workman Shri Ashok Kumar S/o Shri Amuly Kumar Bal? If yes, what 
relief the workman is entitled to? 

3. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement 
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt 
of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. 
Despite directions so given, Shri Ashok Kumar Bal opted not to file his claim statement with the Tribunal. 

4. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the 
postal article, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained 
affected in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above notice was 
served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No 
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the 
reference on merits. 

5. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause 
against the management, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let 
this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for 
publication. 

Dated : August 2, 2016 


A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
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M fe#, 8 33W, 2016 

eFT.3TT. 1680.— 3iklP|cb srflrfWT, 1947 (1947 14) ?4RI 17 ^ SPJIRU 3 FTPFP ^TPf 

Hu id tftn fyfecdi ^ 'ssracpr pt tuts fppupFf 3TP ^fto ^ #et, 3pp?i 3 sMfrpF 13 
TPPFP 3Tterffe srfq^pnr TTcf 9RT -MINIcdN, ^ TPP (TPUf P. 100/2002) PP wf?17f PPPt t Pf TP^P PP 

08.08.2016 PP WP fSTT PTI 

[P. P7P-29012/18/2002-31Tf3TP (PR)] 
PPk W( PPT, 3RR Pfpp 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1680. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 100/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 


[No. L-29012/18/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 100/2002 
L-29012/18/2002-IR(M), dated 21.10.2002 
Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 

The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 
M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

Shri Ladu Munda, 

S/o. Mathura Munda, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2 nd Party-Workman 

Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management 
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 
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Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M fTOrft, 8 31W, 2016 

41T.3TT. 1681.—3lk)Pl4) f44T4 StMtor, 1947 (1947 44 14) 4lt 4171 17 3 ^ 4 RU| ^ 717447 

PlHId tfln fyfecfli ^F ^F 7145 D 4 M4)T 3TR TO^F 4)44)10 ^F #4, 3TJ44 4 3lWlPl4) 14415 4f TOgfa 

717447 3lk)Pl4) 3lfTOF74 TTcf 44 -H4ld4, ^44^41 ^ 4414 (tM 71. 101/2002) 40 MdolP^ld 4174) t 4l 717447 ^ 

08.08.2016 44 5F4 71311 411 

|IT. 44-29012/19/2002-31^3117 (431)] 
7T4k 44117 4171, 3147 7lf44 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1681. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 101/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 


[No. L-29012/19/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 101/2002 

L-29012/19/2002-IR(M), dated 21.10.2002 

Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 


The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 
M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa 

(And) 

Shri Arjun Mohakud, 

S/o. Puma Ch. Mohakud, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar .. .2 nd Party-Workman 

Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 5.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management 


... 1 st Party-Management 
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made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 

Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M 8 3RRR, 2016 

RT.3R. 1682.—Rl^ilPlR) fRRIR RMwT, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rlt RRT 17 ^ R^RCR 3 ^#4 RRhR ^FRf 
fTRRRT Rfln fRfefc RT RRRRR RT RR5 fRRTRRR 3fR RRR RRfRTO RT #Ef, RJRR 4 3tk)PlR> fRRTR 3 

TRRR 3tklPl<h RfRRRUT Ref ?TR RIRIdd, RR%R7 RT RRTZ R. 102/2002) RR RRRfRJR RRRl t Rf ^#4 7RRTR RR 

08.08.2016 RR WR fRT RTI 

|R. TTR-29012/20/2002-R^RR (RR)] 
RRlT RR1R RRT, 3RR RfRR 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1682. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 102/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 


[No. L-29012/20/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 102/2002 
L-29012/20/2002-IR(M), dated 10.10.2002 
Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 


The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa 

(And) 

Shri Sidu Munda, 

S/o. Gura Munda, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 
Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar 

Appearances: 

None 

None 


... 1 st Party-Management 


.. .2 nd Party-Workman 

For the 1 st Party-Management 
For the 2 nd Party-Workman 
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ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 sl Party-Management 
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 

Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 8 3FTTO, 2016 

<931.311. 1683.—3iklP|cb fpRTB srflrfWT, 1947 (1947 R3I 14) Bit RTR 17 ^ 3 TOBPl BB93R ^BTf 

fiHTOr tftr fBfefc ^ WRBT BBS 3TR TOfeTO ^ #9, 3RJBB R sMfw fTOTlB 3 'BSfa 

BT93R sMfw BR 9PT -MWId'M, ^ TOTR (BB*f B. 103/2002) R31 wfpm TOft t Sf TOBfa BB93R R3T 

08.08.2016 R3t TO 1'3B BTI 


[B. Pp1-29012/21/2002-31^3lR (PR)] 
BRp( RBTR RIB, 3RR BfpR 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1683. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 103/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 


[No. L-29012/21/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 103/2002 
L-29012/2 l/2002-IR(M), dated 10.10.2002 
Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 


The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 
M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

Shri Sukurmai Munda, 

S/o. Jairam Munda, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar 


.. .2 nd Party-Workman 
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Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 5.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management 
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 

Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M f^ft, 8 3RRR, 2016 

<971.341. 1684.—3tklP|ch fRRK 1947 (1947 R7T 14) 4RT 17 ^ 3^*RU| ^ TR97R ^TRf 

fRwr tfln frrfefc ^ wrrt ^ trfs: Ph^WT 3tr rt4r7rt ^ #9, spjrr 3 sMfw r 
7RR7R 3tWlPl4> SlfRRRUT R4 RR ^ W (TRUf FT. 104/2002) R7T wlw RRRt t Wf TRR7R R7T 

08.08.2016 R7T RTRT f3TT «TTI 

|7T. ■q^T-29012/22/2002-3T^3TR (tttT)] 
RRIt R7RR RRT, 3RR RpRR 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1684. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 104/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 


[No. L-29012/22/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 


Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 104/2002 
L-29012/22/2002-IR(M), dated 09.10.2002 
Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 


The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa 


... 1 st Party-Management 
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(And) 

Shri Chariba Munda, 

S/o. Rajo Munda, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2 nd Party-Workman 

Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 


ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management 
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 


B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M 'fe#, 8 3RRR, 2016 

RR.3TT. 1685.— 3tW|P|R> fRRK 3TMWT, 1947 (1947 RR 14) Rlt RTF! 17 ^ 31RFTFH 3 TO#R FTFRRF ^FTFf 
■pRRRT tfin fRfefc ^ RRRRR RT TORS PWMRd 3TR TTR R>4r>kY ^ 3TRRR R 3iWlP|cb fRRTR 3 

FTFRRF 3lklPlR 3TfRRTFR TTcf ^ -Rldldd, 'JJRRRRF Rl RRTR (fM Ft. 105/2002) RR RRRfRTR RTFRt t Wf TOsfa FTFRRF RR 
08.08.2016 RR TO ^3TT RTI 


|FT. RRr-29012/24/2002-3TTf3TR (RR)] 
FTRIF RTRTF RIFT, 3TRF FTpRR 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1685. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 105/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 


[No. L-29012/24/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 


Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 105/2002 

L-29012/24/2002-IR(M), dated 09.10.2002 
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Between: 


Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 


The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa 

(And) 

Shri Jairam Munda, 

S/o. Rout Munda, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 
Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar 

Appearances: 

None 

None 


... 1 st Party-Management 


.. .2 nd Party-Workman 

For the 1 st Party-Management 
For the 2 nd Party-Workman 


ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 5.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management 
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 


fa ffafat, 8 37W, 2016 

<571.311. 1686 .— 3tkjp|ch ffan4 Slffafwi, 1947 (1947 ^471 14) fat ?1771 17 fa 3PJ717U 3 fafafa 71747T7 fanfa 
fa Hid fain ffaffafa far -gsrafajr fa' fars ffafafafaf fan ^rfa fa fafa sppfa fa ffafas afafafffaF ffaru fa fafafa 
7F47T7 sMffaF 3lffaRUT tfa 9F -4WM4, fa fans (7fafa fa. 106/2002) fat wffalTf wt t fat fafafa 7174717 fat 

08.08.2016 fat TIRf fSTT am 

|fa. ^-29012/25/2002-31^3117 (irn)] 
Ufak 47F17 4171, 31^7 Tlffal 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1686. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 106/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 

[No. L-29012/25/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 106/2002 
L-29012/25/2002-IR(M), dated 09.10.2002 
Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 

The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 
M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa 

(And) 

Shri Lochan Naik, 

At. Hariharpur, Po. Dhobakuchida, 

Via-Champua, Dist. Keonjhar, 

Orissa 

Appearances: 

None 
None 


... 1 st Party-Management 


...2 nd Party-Workman 

For the 1 st Party-Management 
For the 2 nd Party-Workman 


ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 19.11.2008, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed did not file 
any written statement and order of exparte was passed against it. Thereafter the case was posted for exparte evidence of 
the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management made their 
appearance after filing of statement of claim by the workman. Both of them remained absent for which notices were 
issued to them fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems 
that either they are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the 
Tribunal. In the above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute 
award is passed in the case. 

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M fTO#, 8 Strop 2016 

TOT.31T. 1687.— siWlPldi fTOTO STMtopT, 1947 (1947 TO 14) rot TOT 17 ro SFJWT 3 TO#4 FFTOR ^FTFt 
fronro efroi Rifefc ro ror'TOi ro frofarof roR toto rorfrora ro #ro tojto ^ fRf^ro sMfw froro; f rorofa 
totok sMfw srfrororo rot to toitoto, roirodt ^ tto ft. 107/2002) rot yroP>id TOft t rot rorofa fhtof 
08.08.2016 rot tot f to to 

[Ft. roT-29012/26/2002-TO^TOF (TO)] 
fftIf tor tot, tor Fifro 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1687. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 107/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 

[No. L-29012/26/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 107/2002 
L-29012/26/2002-IR(M), dated 21.10.2002 
Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 

The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 
M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

Shri Raja Munda, 

S/o. Gura Munda, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar .. .2 nd Party-Workman 

Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management 
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 


M 'fe#, 8 33W, 2016 

eFT.3TT. 1688.—3lk)P|cb srfsrfwr, 1947 (1947 R7T 14) Rft mTT 17 ^ SPjeTU 3 iRSfa TTRR 

fan/d tfln frrfefc ^ wrr ^ trs 3tr ^ sfjsr 4' sMfw 13 ^#4 

7TR7R 3#P4TGT 1R 9R RI4M4, ^ W (tM TT. 108/2002) ^ WlfW wt t Rl iR#4 TTR7R ^ 

08.08.2016 W7T fSTT «ni 

[B. 1^-29012/27/2002-3^3^ (tttt)] 
TFfk 3R7 ^f%R 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1688. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 108/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
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management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
08.08.2016. 


[No. L-29012/27/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 108/2002 
L-29012/27/2002-IR(M), dated 17.10.2002 

Date of Passing Order - 17 th June, 2016 

Between: 

The Managing Director, 

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of 
M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate, 

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ... 1 st Party-Management 

(And) 

Smt. Subaso Munda, 

W/o. Dandala Munda, 

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur, 

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar .. .2 nd Party-Workman 

Appearances: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management 

None ... For the 2 nd Party-Workman 

ORDER 

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2 nd party- 
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1 st Party-Management on being noticed filed its written 
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted 
for evidence of the 2 nd party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2 nd party-workman nor the 1 st Party-Management 
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them 
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they 
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the 
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed 
in the case. 


2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 


M frroft, 8 3 to, 2016 

FF.3TT. 1689.—fW|P|cF fFFlF FMwT, 1947 (1947 FF 14) Fit TOO 17 ^F 3FJFFF 3 TOFlF FFFR ^FTt 
ffeFF FTFFf chmTWH %fFFF RF 3RF Ft WFIF ^ FF^ fFFIFFF 3TR FF^F <=b4<=bKT ^F #F, SFpfa ^ 3)WlPl4> 

fTOK F TO#F FFFK sMfrpF SlftRFFF RF FF ^TTFIFTF, '(JFFFFT FT FFTF (FF*f F. 7/2006) FF FFFfFF FFFf t Ff 
TOFtF FFFR FTf 08.08.2016 FF FTF fFI FTI 

[F. FFf-30011/58/2005 (ttit)] 
FFl7 FFTR FIF, 3RR FfFF 
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1689. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 08.08.2016. 


[No. L-30011/58/2005-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 
Present: 


Shri B.C. Rath, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 07/2006 
Date of Passing Award - 24 th June, 2016 

Between: 

1. The Deputy General Manager, 

M/s. IOCL, 304, Bhoi Nagar, 

Bhubaneswar, Orissa. 

2. Shri Samarendra Mohapatra, 

M/s. Shakti Marketers, 

Ramchandrapur Bazar, Po./Ps. Jatni, 

Dist. Khordha, Orissa. 

3. The Senior Depot Manager, 

M/s. IoCL, Chhanaghar Kushamati, 

Ps. Jatni, Dist. Khordha, Orissa ... 1 st Party-Managements 

(And) 

The General Secretary, All Orissa 
Tank Lorry Transport Workers Union, 

Pot No. 251, Kharvelanagar, CITU Office, 

Unit-Ill, Bhubaneswar, Khordha, Orissa ...2 nd Party-Union. 

Appearances: 

Shri P.K. Roy, Auth. Representative ... For the 1 st Party- Management No. 1 & 3 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Management No. 2. 

Kallamudin Khan ... For the 2 nd Party-Union. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour has referred an industrial dispute existing between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. IOCL, 304, Bhoi Nagar, Bhubaneswar and their workman in exercise 
of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act vide its letter No. L-30011/58/2005 - IR (M) dated 17.04.2006 in respect of the following matter. 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. IOCL, Jatni Depot, Khurda in refusing employment to Sri 
Kallamuddin Khan w.e.f. 17.06.2003 through their Contractor M/s. Shakti Marketeers, instead of regularizing 
his service in M/s. IOCL, even after rendering more than 8 years of continuous service to the organization in 
regular & perennial nature of job, is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 
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2. Showrn off unnecessary details the case of the 2 nd party-Union as emerged from its claim statement is that the 
2 nd party-workman, namely Shri Kallammuddin Khan was appointed and engaged with designation of “Office Boy” 
with effect from 17.10.1994 in the Depot of the 1 st Party-Management at Jatni. He was discharging his service with all 
sincerity and honesty. After several years of his such employment his service was shifted by the 1 st Party-Management 
without following proper procedure and law to under a contractor namely M/s. Shakti Marketers owned by one Shri 
Samarendra Mohapatra. The workman Shri Kallammuddin was asked to work as a contract labour of handing 
contractor with an assurance that he would be absorbed as a regular employee within a short period of time. He and 
other workmen were not paid minimum wages as fixed by the Central Government even though their services were 
utilized in the 1 st Party-Management which is a Central Government undertaking. Statutory benefits like P.F. & E.S.I. 
were not extended to them either by the 1 st Party-Management or by the contractor, M/s. Shakti Marketers. When a 
dispute was raised by the 2 nd party-Union on the above aspects as well as on regularization of the workman and his two 
other colleagues, the 1 st Party-Management refused employment on 17.6.2003 to the disputant workman Kallammuddin 
Khan. It has been pleaded that there was no contract between the 1 st Party-Management and M/s. Shakti Marketers to 
carry out the work of handling through contract labourer and the contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers was being shown a 
Handling Contractor only to avoid regularization of service of the workman. When the 1 st party-Management refused 
employment to him 16.6.2003 a dispute was raised before the Asst. Labour Commissioner (Central) for his 
reinstatement and regularization of service resulting in the present reference. 

3. The 1 st Party-Management has contested the claim taking a stand that at no point of time Kallammuddin Khan 
who was given appointment or any engagement as Office Boy or handling labour in Jatni Depot either directly or 
through any contractor. As such question does not arise for shifting of his service from 1 st Party-Management to under 
a contractor (M/s. Shakti Marketers). It is their specific stand that M/s. Shakti Marketers was entrusted to carry out 
certain works as a Handling contractor in the year 2000 for year and such contract was extended to 29.2.2004. Since the 
contractor employed less than ten workmen to carry out the work the contractor was not required to be registered in 
terms of Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970. Thus denying the relationship of employer and 
employee the 1 st party-Management has refuted all allegations raised by the 2 nd party-Union and made a prayer for 
dismissal of the claim of the workman. 

4. Keeping in view the pleadings of the parties following issues have been settled for effective adjudication of 
the reference. 


ISSUES 

1. Whether the disputant Shri Kallammuddin Khan has ever been a workman under the 1 st Party- 
Management No. 1 and 3. 

2. Whether the action of the Management of M/s. IOCL, Jatni Depot, Khurda in refusing employment to 
Shri Kallammuddin Khan w.e.f. 17.6.2003 through their Contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers, instead of 
regularizing his service in M/s. IOCL, even after rendering more than 8 years of continuous service to 
the organization in regular & perennial nature of job, is legal and justified? 

3. If not, what relief the workman is entitled to? 

FINDINGS 
ISSUE No. 1,2 and 3 

5. The 2 nd party has raised the dispute claiming that Kallammuddin Khan was engaged by the 1 st Party- 
Management in the year 1994, when construction work of the 1 st Party-Management- Depot was started in the year 
1994 at Jatni and he was designated as “Office Boy”. Subsequently his employment was shifted under the Contractor 
M/s. Shakti Marketers with an assurance that his service would be regularized in course of time. The agreement 
between the 1 st party-Management and M/s. Shakti Marketers to carry out the handling work is sham and camouflage 
only to deprive the workman Kallammuddin Khan from being regularized in the service under the 1 st Party- 
Management. When he demanded regularization of his service and services of other workmen he was refused 
employment with effect from 17.6.2003 by his contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers as well as the principal employer. The 
1 st Party-Management has refuted the pleading making an averment that in no point of time he was employed or 
engaged in its establishment and there was no “employer and employee” relationship between it and the workman. 

6 . Before going to analyze the evidence of the parties specifically on the claim of the workman that he was being 
shown as a Contract Labourer by inter-posing a fictitious contractor, the principles laid down by the Hon’ble Apex 
Court in some of the judgements is profitable to be referred to for appreciation of the pleadings and evidence of the 
parties. In Ram Singh -Versus- Union Territory, Chandigarh, AIR 2004 (SC) 969, it is observed that industrial 
adjudicator is required to consider the question as to whether the contractor has been interposed either on the ground of 
having undertaken to produce any given result for the establishment or for supply of contract labourers for work of the 
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establishment under a genuine contract or is a mere ruse/camouflage to evade compliance with various beneficial 
legislations so as to deprive the workers of the benefit there-under. If the contract is found to be not genuine the so- 
called contract labourers will have to be treated as the employees of the principal employer and they shall be directed to 
be regularized in the establishment of the principal employer. It is further observed that in determining the relationship 
of employer and employee, “control” is one of the important tests. However, all other relevant facts and circumstances 
are required to be considered including the terms and conditions of the contract. It is also observed that “integration 
test” is one of relevant tests which is applied by examining whether the person was fully integrated into the employer’s 
concern or remained apart from and independent of it. Facts which may be relevant are who has the power to select and 
dismiss, to pay remuneration, deduct insurance contribution, organize the work, supply tools and materials, and what 
are the mutual obligations between them. In General Manager (OSD), Bengal Nagpur Cotton Mills, Rajanandgaon - 
Versus- Bharat Lai, 2011 (128) FLR 560 it is laid down that - two of the well recognized tests to find out whether the 
contract labourer are the direct employees of the principal employer are - (1) whether the principal employer pays the 
salary instead of the contractor, and (ii) whether the principal employer controls and supervises the work of the 
employee. 

7. In International Air Port - Authorities -versus International Airport Cargo Workers Union, 2009(123) FLR 
321 (S.C.). It is observed that if the contract is for supply of labour necessarily the labour supplied by the contractor 
will work under the direction, supervision and control of the principal employer, but that would not make the worker a 
direct employee of the principal employer, if the salary is paid by the contractor, if the right to regulate employment is 
with the contractor and the ultimate supervision and control likes with the contractor. It is further observed that the 
principal employer only controls and directs the work to be done by a contract labourer when such labourer is 
assigned/allotted/assigned to the principal employer or used otherwise. In short, the worker being the employee of the 
contractor the ultimate supervision and control lies with the contractor as he decides where the employee will work and 
subject to what conditions. Only when the contractor sends/assigns the workers to work under the principal employer, 
the worker works under the supervision and control of the principal employer but there is secondary control. 

8 . In view of such settled principles the burden lies on the 2 nd party-workman to prove that he was paid salary 

directly by the employer and the principal employer was his supervising authority. In this regard not a single scrap of 
paper has been produced in the Tribunal except oral assertions by the workman to establish that he was appointed 
initially as Office Boy by the 1 st Party-Management in the year 1994. The only document filed by him to support his 
averment regarding his employment as ’’Office Boy” in the year 1994, which is an experience certificate allegedly 
issued by one P.K. Sinha, Depot Manager Jatni in the letter head of the 1 st Party-Management, has been challenged as a 
forged one by the 1 st party-Management. The Management witness M.W.-l who is himself P.K. Sinha, has denied to 
have issued the said experience certificate while recording his evidence in the Tribunal. He has also disowned the 
signature found in the certificate to be his own. In that view of the matter the document Ext.-2 cannot be relied upon. 
On the other hand in his cross examination the workman has admitted that construction work of the 1 st Party- 

Management’s office was started in the year 1994. He has admitted to have not been employed by the 1 st Party- 

Management either sponsored by the Employment Exchange or having applied for the post directly in pursuant to any 
advertisement. He has also admitted that he was not issued with any call letter to attend any interview for selection of 
the post of Office Boy. He is also unable to say whether there was any post of “Office Boy” in the office of the 1 st 
Party-Management. On being cross examined he failed to speak specifically as to whether Shri Sinha had any authority 
to give him employment. No appointment letter or letter relating to termination of service issued in favour of the 
workman is filed to show that he was engaged by the 1 st Party-Management as a casual labourer or in any capacity for 
any temporary period. The wage register under Ext.-6 series belongs to the year 2002 and the said register clearly 
indicates that M/s. Shakti Marketers was his employer. There is no evidence to show that the 1 st Party-Management had 
ever made deductions from the bill of the contractor for making deposits in the above head in favour of the contract 
labour i.e. 2 nd party-workman Kallammuddin Khan. It has been explained by the M.W.-l that its employee and 
labourers of its contractor were given training of fire fighting and as such the claim of the 2 nd party-workman that he 
was given training of fire fighting by the Management does not suggest that he worked as an employee of the 1 st Party- 
Management either directly or through a contractor. Thus there is no iota of evidence except oral assertion of W.W.-l 
to establish that he was ever engaged directly or through the contractor by the 1 st Party-Management either in the year 
1994 or subsequent thereafter. 

9. The documents filed by the workman more particularly relating to resolution proceedings between the 
Management and local people represented through the local M.L.A. and other papers are at best going to show that an 
agitation was taken place before the office of the 1 st Party-Management for preference in giving employment to the 
local people in the 1 st party-Management office for which a conciliation proceeding was initiated in the intervention of 
A.L.C. (C). Those documents do not suggest in any manner that refusal of employment to Kallammuddin and other 
contractor labourers gave rise to the conciliation proceeding and resolutions drawn between the 1 st party-Management 
and the local people. No safe inference can be drawn on the basis of the documents filed by the 2 nd party-workman that 
Kallammuddin Khan was employed in the 1 st party-Management either in the capacity of “Office Boy” or “handling 
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labourer” temporarily casually, or on the basis of a contract labour through the contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers. On 
the other hand it is emerging from the evidence of the M.W.-l and documents relied upon by the Management that 
handling contract i.e. loading and unloading of oil tanker in the Jatni Depot was entrusted to the contractor M/s. Shakti 
Marketers and thus, the evidence adduced before the Tribunal leads to a conclusion that he was working as a labourer 
of the contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers, who handle the loading and unloading of oil tanker works. 

10. In the case of General Manager (OSD) Bangal Nagpur Cotton Mills Rajnandgaon And Bharat Lai and Another 
wherein it has been set out by the Hon’ble Apex Court that “if the industrial adjudicator finds that contract between the 
principal employer and contractor to be sham, nominal or merely a camouflage to deny employment benefits to the 
employee and that there was in fact a direct employment, it can grant relief to the employee by holding that the 
workman is the direct employee of the principal employer. Two of the well-recognized tests to find out whether the 
contract labour are the direct employees of the principal employer are: (i) whether the principal employer pays the 
salary instead of the contractor; and (ii) whether the principal employer controls and supervise the work of the 
employees”. Keeping in view the above settled principle, if, the evidence of the workman is analyzed there is nothing 
before the Tribunal to hold that the 1 st Party-Management was paying salary to the workman directly or indirectly 
through the contractor and it was controlling and supervising the work of the workman as a principal employer. Hence 
doubt can be entertained regarding existence of any “employer and employee” relationship between the 1 st Party- 
Management and the workman Kallammuddin Khan and as such it cannot be accepted that the workman was ever 
employed under the 1 st Party-Management as a contract labourer. 

11. Thus, it is also found that factors which are enumerated in sub section (2) of Section 10 of Contract Labour 
Act are absent. Even the “control test” and “integration test” failed. Consequently, the contract, which was existing 
between the Management and the M/s. Shakti Marketers cannot be said to be a sham and mere camouflage. Once it is 
held that the contract is not proved to be sham or fictitious the reference also becomes not maintainable. 

12. In view of my above findings that Kallammuddin Khan was not ever appointed or he worked in any capacity 
being employed by the 1 st Party-Management or worked as a contract labourer through M/s. Shakti Marketers it cannot 
be held that he was refused employment by the 1 st Party-Management either directly or through M/s. Shakti Marketers 
and as such he is not entitled to any regularization. 

13. In result the reference is answered against the 2 nd Party-Union. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 8 31W, 2016 

44.34. 1690.—3iWlPl4> f44K 1947 (1947 44 14) 4?t 4KI 17 ^ 3TJ044 4 7R447 

T5 4)filchWM ^ 44444 45 TM3: Pi 41444 3TTT 4,4440 ^ #4 4' sffeftfe f44U 4 

tbcfr sMfw tt4 m -4I4M4, y,nl4,dH ^ tw (b44 4. 23 / 2011 ) 44 wfurt Tit I, 

7B44T 44 05.08.2016 44 W4 7[34 411 

[ 4 . 4)4-42011/13/2011-3U^3IR ( 44 ))] 
4t. 41. 4 u j4mid, 4 t4i 344444 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1690. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 23/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Eranakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of the Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore Limited and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 05.08.2016. 

[No. L-42011/13/2011-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri K. Sasidharan, B.Sc., LLB, Presiding Officer 
(Thursday the 30 th day of June, 2016/09 ,h Ashadha, 1938) 
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Workmen 


Managements 


ID 23/2011 

1. Shri. C.C. Thankappan, 

Chippidithara House, 

Ambadi, Eramalloor PO, 

Cherthala Taluk, 

Cherthala - 

2. Shri. A. C. Varghese, 

Ezhupunna, South PO, 

Cherthala Taluk, 

Cherthala - 

3. Shri. K. A. Kumaran, (dead) 

Veliyil Nikarth, 

Vaduthala Jetty PO, 

Arookutty, 

Cherthala Taluk, 

Cherthala - 

4. Shri. A. B. Varghese, 

Arakkaparambil House, 

Kumbalanghi PO, 

Kochi (Kerala) - 7. 

5. Shri. M. Aman, 

U. K. House, 

Kalluvettankuzhi, 

I Mancode PO, 

Via Cherthala Taluk, 

Cherthala-691559. 

6 . Smt. K. K. Lalitha Kanthakudithara, 

Palluruthu, Perumpadappu, 

Kochi (Kerala) - 682006. 

7. Shri. K. K. Raghavan, 

Nikarthil House, 

Pampayimoola, 

Palluruthy, 

Kochi (Kerala) - 682006. 

By Adv. Shri. Sibi Thomas Jacob 

8 . Smt. Sumathi Kumaran 
W/o late K. A. Kumaran 

Veliyil Nikarth, Vaduthala Jetty PO, 

Arrokutty, 

Cherthala Thaluk, 

Cherthala. 

(Impleaded as per the Order on IA No.106/2011 dated 21.02.2014 as legal 
representative of workman No.3 -Late K. A. Kumaran ). 

1. The Chairman & Managing Director, 

Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore Limited, 

Udyogmandal, 

Cochin - 682303. 

M/s. B. S. Krishnan Associates 

2. M/s. K. C. Mathew & Sons, 

Pigee Agencies, 

IX/247, Veli Fort Kochi, 

Kochi (Kerala) - 682001. 


(ex-parte) 
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3. M/s.Syed Sons, 

24/492, Navabharat Building, 

W/Island, 

COCHIN - 

(ex-parte) 

This case coming up for final hearing on 13.05.2016 and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 30.06.2016 
passed the following: 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section/1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Act 14 of 1947) the Central Government referred the following dispute before this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

2. The dispute is: 

“Whether the demand of the contract workers viz. S/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran, 
A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan working under M/s. K.C. Mathew, Perumaly & 
Sons, M/s.Pigee Agencies, IX/247, Veli Fort, Kochi-682001 and M/s Syed & Sons, 24/492, Navabharat 
Building, Willington Island, Kochi-682003, contractors during the period from 1971 to 2002 and from 2002 to 
2004 respectively for regularization in service in the establishment of the Principal Employer viz. Fertilizers 
and Chemicals Travancore Limited, Udyogmandal, Kerala with retrospective effect, is legal and justified? 
What relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

3. After receipt of the reference order No.L-42011/13/201 l-IR(DU) dated 15.06.2011, issued by the Ministry of 
Labour, Government of India, summons was issued to the parties to appear in person and submit pleadings, produce 
documents to substantiate their respective contentions. On receipt of the summons, workmen Nos.l, 2 and 4 to 7 
entered appearance through counsel. Workman No.3 was reported dead and his legal representative was impleaded as 
additional workman No.8. Management No.l entered appearance through counsel and submitted their pleadings. 
Management Nos.2 and 3 remained ex-parte. 

4. The contentions in the claim statement filed by workmen Nos.l, 2 and 4 to 8 in brief are as follows: 

The dispute involved in this reference centres round the Contract Labour/Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 
and in view of the dictum laid down in the decision rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, reported in Steel 
Authority of India Vs. National Water Front Workers Union (2001) 7 SCC 1. Eight workmen viz., S/Shri C.C. 
Thankappan, A. C. Varghese, K. A. Kumaran, A. B. Varghese, M. Aman, M. O. Antony, K. K. Lalitha and K. K. 
Raghavan along with others numbering more than 116 were employed by the first management for the work of loading 
and unloading, stitching and staking and transportation of rock phosphate imported from abroad. They were working 
under the first management ever since 1971. The second management was the private labour contractor. Two 
prominent political parties through middlemen controlled entire affairs and defeated the lawful right of the workmen. 
The first management with the assistance of the private labour contractor exploited the workforce of the workmen. 

5. The second management was controlling the workmen under the supervision and guidance from the first 
management from the year 1971 to 2002. From the year 2002 till 2004 the third management was exploiting the same 
situation in connivance with the first management. Management Nos.l to 3 have colluded together to exploit the 
workmen by utilizing their workforce and grabbing their wages. Only one-tenth wages of the workmen were actually 
paid to them and deducted 9/10 of the wages and all other benefits due to the workmen under one pretext or another. 
There was willful omission on the part of the employees to deposit the PF contributions deducted from the employees 
for the period from 1971 to 1995 and then for the period from 2002 to 2004. Part of the contributions recovered from 
the wages of the workmen were not deposited for the period from 1995 to 2002. 

6 . Management No.l started functioning from the year 1970 and earned huge profit by misusing the workforce 
of the workmen. They started regional centres at Tamil Nadu, Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh with the financial aid 
and support from the Central Government. The union leaders exploited the workmen and amassed wealth 
disproportionate to their known sources of income. While so management No.l began to run at loss due to 
mismanagement and discontentment of the workmen. Almost all the workmen involved in this reference are suffering 
from occupational diseases affecting urinary bladder, kidney, skin diseases, ureter ailments, bone decay, heart ailments, 
cataract, deafness, skidding, lung cancer etc. The workmen were unable to continue the employment in doing the 
hazardous work. Even though the workmen raised the issue before the union to which they were affiliated, the union 
leaders have not initiated any step against the management and their henchmen. 
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7. The workmen involved in this reference were doing perennial nature of work of the first management. The 
officials of the first management were directly controlling and supervising the work of the workmen involved in this 
reference. As directed by the first management the workmen continued the work for more than 38 years under them. 

8 . The workmen were unloading and loading hazardous chemical substances such as ammonium sulphate, 
sulphuric acid, soda ash, nitric acid, caprolactum and other chemicals imported from abroad. Apart from that imported 
items such as steel, girder, beams, channel, iron plate etc. belonging to the Steel Authority of India were unloaded from 
the ship and loaded in lorries for transportation to the Steel Authority of India were also done by the workmen at the 
instruction of the first management and in connivance with the second management and the union leaders. In short the 
duty of the workmen includes the handling of hazardous and dangerous chemical substances and heavy weighed items. 
The workmen involved herein were not considered for regular employment under the first management solely for the 
reason that they had no political godfathers to protect their interests. 

9. There were unfair labour practice - employment to workmen as badlis, casuals or temporaries to continue as 
such for years together with intent to deprive them the privileges as permanent workmen under the first management. 
The action of the first management is illegal, unjust and unsustainable. 

10. The first management interposed contractors in order to evade the compliance of the benefits under the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970; the Factories Act; the Employees’ Provident Funds and 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act; the Employees’ State Insurance Act, the Equal Remuneration Act; the Minimum Wages 
Act and the Industrial Disputes Act and other later enactments. The action of the first management is against the spirit 
and purport of the decision rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in this regard. There was clear violation of 
the provisions of the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 by the first management in connivance 
with the management Nos.2 and 3. The workmen involved in this reference have not been given the benefit under the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. The Factories Act, 1948, the Employees’ Provident Funds & 
Miscellaneous Provisions Act and Scheme, the Minimum Wages Act and other allied labour enactments. 

11. The workmen involved in this reference are entitled to be absorbed in the pay scale ? 6,100-10,775 at the 
initial stage and they are entitled to two higher grade time scales and to be paid salary in the time scale ? 14,500- 
18,700/- apart from the benefits of casual leave, earned leave and other benefits due to the permanent workmen. 

12. The workmen involved in this reference were discriminated and denied the right of decent living and that their 
fundamental right to health and life are jeopardized. The uneducated and helpless workers were compelled to work 
hard which affected their health. Therefore the workmen have requested to pass an award upholding their contentions 
and to pay ten times compensation for the period of their employment from 10.02.1971 till date of superannuation and 
cost of this proceeding. 

13. The contentions in the written statement filed by the first management in brief are as follows:- 

The management No.l has stated that the issue referred for adjudication is not maintainable either in law or on 
facts. The issue referred for adjudication is the question of regularization of the workmen and it can be raised only by 
union. The contract workers have no legal right to raise such an issue for regularization and hence the dispute is not 
maintainable. The name of Shri. M. O. Antony is not included in the reference and hence his claim as stated in the 
claim statement cannot be adjudicated in this reference. Moreover, only seven contract workers have raised this 
dispute. Substantial numbers of workers have not raised this dispute and as such the Industrial Dispute is not 
maintainable. The first management has two fertilizer producing divisions, one petrochemical division, two 
consultancy division, one fabrication division and one marketing division. The rock phosphate imported by the first 
management company for use in the production of straight fertilizers is handed over by the permanent workmen in the 
company. Some of the workers who raised this dispute are contract workers engaged by the contractor for a specific 
period for bagging and handling rock phosphate for mixture preparation. The work in the mixing centres has no 
connection with the main activity of the first management in producing fertilizers which is only seasonal in nature. The 
Kerala State Advisory Contract Board considered the question as to whether the contract system in the mixing centres 
at Alappuzha, Chingavanam and Palakkad has to be continued or not. As per order dated 01.12.1992 the Government 
of Kerala ordered that “the Government do not consider it necessary to abolish the contract system of Labour 
prevailing in the three Regional Mixing centers of FACT at Alappuzha, Chingavanam and Palakkad". 

14. Subsequently similarly situated workers approached the Central Advisory Labour Board seeking abolition of 

the contract labour system in the management company. The Ministry of Labour, Government of India as per order 
dated 14.01.2000 ordered that “decided not to prohibit employment of contract labour in the works/jobs of handling 
Rock Phosphate in Marketing division, cleaning and painting of utensils, plants, structure and building and other allied 
equipments connected with the manufacturing process in the Udyogamandal and Marketing division of the 
establishment of Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore, Willington Island, Kochi .”. 
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15. Similarly placed contract workers filed OP Nos.9130/2000 and 15060/2000 before the Hon’ble High Court of 
Kerala. As per the judgment dated 03.03.2008 in OP No.9130/2000(J) the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala declined to 
accept the request of the workmen. 

16. The first management company never employed the workmen involved in this reference. They are not 
employees working under the first management. The workmen were engaged by the contractor in a godown 
maintained by the first management at Willington Island for handling rock phosphate required for preparing mixtures at 
the six mixing centers in Kerala. They were not engaged in the handling of rock phosphate required for the production 
of fertilizers. At the end of every two years a fresh contract is awarded by following the normal procedure of inviting 
tenders, negotiation and awarding of the contract. All the work done by the workmen in this reference are not within 
the premises of the first management. The work done by the contractor is not an integral/indispensable part of the main 
activities of the first management. The terms of engagement as contract workers are as decided by the contractor and 
not by the first management company. The allegation that the first management exploited the work of the workmen 
and did not pay them the wages due to them, is false and incorrect. The first management has denied all the claims put 
forward by the workmen involved in this reference. They have stated that the workmen herein are not entitled to any of 
the relief claimed. They have requested to uphold their contentions and disallow the claim of the workmen. 

17. After filing written statement by the management the workmen filed rejoinder reiterating the contentions in 
the claim statement. They have stated that they are the workmen under the first management as defined under Section 
2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act and are entitled to all the statutory benefits available under the Labour Legislations 
now in force. 

18. After affording sufficient opportunity to take steps and for production of documents, the matter was posted for 
recording evidence. On behalf of the workmen WW1 and WW2 were examined and Exts.Wl series to W6 series and 
W7 to W14 were marked. On behalf of the first management MW1 was examined and Exts.Ml to M4 were marked. 
Heard both sides. 

19. The points arising for consideration are: 

“(i) Whether the dispute raised by the individual workmen S/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. 
Kumaran, A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan is maintainable in law? 

(ii) Whether the workmen S/Smt/Shri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran, A.B. Varghese, 
M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan those involved in this reference are permanent workers 
under the first management? 

(iii) To what relief the workmen aforesaid are entitled?” 

20. Point Nodi'):- The dispute referred for adjudication is:- 

“Whether the demand of the contract workers viz. S/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran, 
A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan working under M/s. K.C. Mathew, Perumaly & 
Sons, M/s.Pigee Agencies, IX/247, Veli Fort, Kochi-682001 and M/s Syed & Sons, 24/492, Navabharat 
Building, Willington Island, Kochi-682003, contractors during the period from 1971 to 2002 and from 2002 to 
2004 respectively for regularization in service in the establishment of the Principal Employer viz. Fertilizers 
and Chemicals Travancore Limited, Udyogmandal, Kerala with retrospective effect, is legal and justified? 
What relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

The workmen involved in this reference are - S/Smt/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran, 
A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan. Workmen No.3 Shri K. A. Kumaran died in the course of 
conciliation proceedings and his widow was impleaded as a party to this proceeding. The contention of the workmen 
involved in this reference is that they along with others numbering more than 116 were employed by the first 
management for the purpose of loading, unloading, stitching, staking and transportation of rock phosphate imported 
from abroad. It is stated that the workmen were employed under the first management from the year 1971. The 
contention of the workmen is that two prominent political parties through their middlemen controlled the entire affairs 
and defeated their lawful right. They would also state that the first management with the assistance of the private 
labour contractor exploited the work force of the workmen. It is stated that from the year 1971 to 2002 the second 
management was controlling the workmen under the supervision and guidance of the first management. From the year 
2002 till 2004 the third management was exploiting the same situation in connivance with the first management. The 
workmen have contended that they will come under the purview of Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
and that they were working under the first management ever since 1971 and hence they are entitled to all the statutory 
benefits available to them under the labour legislations now in force. 

21. The first management has contended that the issue referred for adjudication is as to whether the workmen are 
entitled to be regularized in service under the first management. It is stated that the workmen involved in this reference 
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are contract workers under the second and third managements and that they have no legal right to raise claim for 
regularization. It is also stated that the claim is put forward by the individual workman and not espoused by the union 
at their instance and hence the reference is not maintainable. 

Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act defines “Industrial Dispute”. As per Section 2(k), “industrial dispute” 
means any dispute or difference between employers and employers, or between employers and workmen, or between 
workmen and workmen, which is connected with the employment or non-employment or the terms of employment or 
with the conditions of labour, of any person;” 

22. In the decision Workmen Vs. Dharam Pal Prem Chand - AIR 1966 SC 182 the Hon’ble Supreme Court of 
India held that “notwithstanding the width of the words used in s2(k), a dispute raised by a single workman cannot 
become an industrial dispute, unless it is supported either by his union or in the absence of a union, by a substantial 
number of the workmen ”. This principle was reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the Workmen of 
Indian Express Newspaper Pvt Ltd Vs. Management - AIR 1970 SC 737. 

23. In the decision reported in Associated Cement Companies Ltd Vs. Workmen - 1960 (1 LLJ 491) on page the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has held that “Even a minority group of workmen of an establishment, can make a 
demand and thereby, raise an industrial dispute which, in a proper case, may be referred for adjudication 

24. In the decision reported in Indian Cable Co. Ltd. Vs. Workmen - 1962 (1 LLJ 409) in page 415 the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India has held that “The number of workmen must, however, be such as to lead to an inference that 
the dispute is one which affects the workmen as a class”. 

25. In the decision Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., Pondicherry Vs. Petroleum Coal Labour Union, Chennai 
and Ors. - 2011 (3 LLJ 497) the Hon’ble Madras High Court has held that “Dispute regarding unfair labour practice - 
Is an industrial dispute. ” 

26. In this case the workmen have contended that the unions are not espousing their claim. They have stated that 
they are being exploited by the union. Even though the workmen have limited the relief to the persons involved in this 
reference, they have stated that more than 116 workmen are being exploited by the first management in violation of the 
provisions of the Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act. In view of the dictum laid down in the decisions 
above and in view of the fact that the workmen involved in this reference raised the dispute for regularizing the contract 
workers, their claim is maintainable as an industrial dispute as defined under Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. Point No.(i) is answered accordingly. 

27. Point No.(ii):- The workmen involved in this reference have stated that they are working under the first 
management ever since 1971 and they are being exploited by the union members. It is stated that the first management 
is their employer and they are entitled to be treated as workmen under the first management ever since 1971 and that 
they are entitled to all the statutory benefits available to them under the labour legislations in force. It is stated that 
ever since 1971 the second management was controlling the workmen under the supervision and guidance from the 
first management. It is stated that management Nos.l to 3 have colluded together to exploit the workforce and 
grabbing their wages. 

28. The first management has contended that the workmen involved in this reference are not employed by them. 
They have further stated that the workmen herein have no legal right for regularization of service or continuity of 
employment under the first management. It is stated that the workmen were engaged by the contractor in a godown 
maintained by the first management at Willington Island for handling raw phosphate required for preparing mixtures at 
six mixing centres in Kerala. It is stated that the workmen were never engaged in the handling of raw phosphate 
required for the production of fertilizers. The first management has stated that at the end of every two year; a fresh 
contract is awarded by following the normal procedure of inviting tenders, negotiation and awarding of contract. They 
would also state that the work done by the contractor is not an integral/indispensable part of the main activities of the 
first management. 

29. The first management has stated that the terms and conditions of engagement as contract workers are decided 
by the contractor and not by the first management company. The allegation that the first management exploited the 
workforce of the workmen involved in this reference and failed to pay the wages due to them is denied by them. They 
would also state that there was no employer-employee relationship between the workmen involved in this reference and 
the first management. 

30. The first management has stated that the Kerala State Advisory Contract Labour Board considered the 
question as to whether the contract system in the mixing centres at Alappuzha, Chingavanam and Palakkad has to be 
continued or not and that the Government of Kerala ordered that the Government do not consider it necessary to 
abolish the contract system of Labour prevailing in the three Regional Mixing centres at FACT at Alappuzha, 
Chingavanam and Palakkad. ” The first management has stated that the workers approached the Central Advisory 
Labour Board requesting to abolish the contract labour system in the management company. It is stated that the 
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Ministry of Labour, Government of India as per order dated 14.01.2000 ordered that “decided not to prohibit 
employment of contract labour in the works/jobs of handling Rock Phosphate in Marketing division, cleaning and 
painting of utensils, plants, structure and building and other allied equipments connected with the manufacturing 
process in the Udyogamandal and Marketing division of the establishment of Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore, 
Willington Island, Kochi .”. 

31. The first management has stated that the contract workers approached the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala by 
filing OP No.9130/2000 and OP No. 15060/2000 and the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala declined to accept their request. 

32. While examined as WW1, workman No.l has stated that there is a document to prove that the workmen were 
appointed after conducting interview. He has further stated that the said document was shown to the workman and it 
was taken back. He has stated that the workman produced documents to prove that the first management paid salaries 
to them. He has admitted that OP No.9130/2000 filed by the workman No.2 involved in this reference was dismissed 
by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala. He has further stated that he has no knowledge as to whether the Central 
Government has issued a notification on 14.01.2000 permitting to have contract labour employment under the first 
management. 

33. While examined as WW2 the witness examined on the side of the workman has stated that the workmen 
involved in this reference were employed under the second management. He has stated that he was a contractor under 
the first management. WW2 has stated that he was a contract worker ever since 1993 and his wages were paid by the 
second management. 

34. On going through the evidence tendered by WW1 and WW2 it can be seen that the workmen involved in this 
reference were not selected or appointed by the first management for employment under them. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workmen and the evidence tendered by WW1 and WW2 that they were contract workers employed 
under the second and third managements from time to time. The documents produced by the management reveal that 
the Government of Kerala as well as the Union of India permitted to continue contract labour under the first 
management. Moreover it can be seen from Exts.M3 and M4 documents that the claim put forward by the workmen 
for permanency in employment under the first management was declined by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala. Even 
as per the admission of the workmen they were employed under the contractor engaged by the first management. The 
documents produced by the workmen do not reveal that they were engaged directly by the first management. It follows 
that the workmen involved in this reference are not entitled to get any of the relief as claimed in the claim statement. 
Hence the point for consideration is answered against the workmen. 

35. Point No.(iii):- In view of the finding on Point No.(ii) the workmen involved in this reference are not 
entitled to the relief claimed. The point is answered accordingly. 

36. In the result an award is passed holding that the workmen involved in this reference are not entitled to get an 
order for regularization in service under the first management. The reference is answered accordingly. 

The award will come into force one month after its publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 30 th 
day of June, 2016. 

SASIDHARAN K„ Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witnesses for the workmen 

WW1 Shri C. C. Thankappan 04.03.2015 

WW2 Shri V. I. Varghese 12.11.2015 

Witnesses for the management 

MW1 Shri Anil Raghavan 09.03.2016 

Exhibits for the workmen 

W1 - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan, 
FACT Ltd. 

Wl(a) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan, 
FACT Ltd. 
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Wl(b) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan, 
FACT Ltd. 

Wl(c) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan, 
FACT Ltd. 

Wl(d) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan, 
FACT Ltd. 

W2 - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. C. Varghese, FACT 
Ltd. 

W2(a) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. C. Varghese, 
FACT Ltd. 

W2(b) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. C. Varghese, FACT 
Ltd. 

W2(c) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. C. Varghese, 
FACT Ltd. 

W3 - True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese, 
FACT Ltd. 

W3(a) - True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese, 
FACT Ltd. 

W3(b) - True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese, 
FACT Ltd. 

W3(c) - True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese, 
FACT Ltd. 

W3(d) - True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese, 
FACT Ltd. 

W4 - True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri M. Aman, FACT 
Ltd. 

W4(a) - True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident 

Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri M. Aman, FACT 
Ltd. 

W5 - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT 
Ltd. 

W5(a) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT 
Ltd. 

W5(b) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT 
Ltd. 
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W5(c) 

W5(d) 

W6 

W6(a) 

W6(b) 

W6(c) 

W6(d) 

W7 

W8 

W9 

W10 

Wll 

W12 

W13 

W14 


Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT 
Ltd. 

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT 
Ltd. 

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT 
Ltd. 

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT 
Ltd. 

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT 
Ltd. 

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT 
Ltd. 

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT 
Ltd. 

Pension Payment Order in respect of Shri C.C. Thankappan. 

Pension Payment Order PART-II & PART-III in respect of Shri A.C. Varghese. 

Pension Payment Order in respect of Shri Varghese A. B. 

Copy of Pension Payment Order PART-II & PART-III in respect of Shri M. Aman. 

Pension Payment Order in respect of Smt K. K. Lalitha. 

Pension Payment Order in respect of Smt K. K. Raghavan. 

Pension Payment Order in respect of Shri K. A. Kumaran. 

Cheque forwarding Memo dated 22.12.2007 issued by the Chief Manager (Finance), The Fertilisers 
and Chemicals Travancore Limited, Udyogamandal for an amount of ? 33,234/- against Bill No. 14- 
7001611 dated 20.11.2007 to Shri V. I. Varghese, Vypin-682508. 


Exhibits for the management 

Ml - True copy of the Circular bearing No.U-23013/27/99-LW dated 14.01.2000 issued by the Under 

Secretary to Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi to all Members of Central 
Advisory Contract Labour Board. 

M2 - True copy of the letter bearing No.DGM(F)-MK-32-299 dated 20.08.1999 issued by the Deputy 

General Manager, The Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore Limited, a Government of India 
Enterprise, Marketing Division (Head Office), Udyogamandal to the Deputy Chief Labour 
Commissioner(Central), Indian Institute of Workers Education Complex, Kurla(W), Mumbai - 
400070. 

M3 - True copy of the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala, Ernakulam in OP Nos.9130 & 

15060 of 2000 dated 03.03.2008. 

M4 - True copy of the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala, Ernakulam in OP Nos.9130 & 

15060 of 2000 dated 03.03.2008. 

M fc#, 8 3JW, 2016 
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|TT. ^-40012/144/2000-3^3317 Csfcj)] 
-qt. <UJJ|Nld, TR3T 3TfeTKt 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1691. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/129/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.08.2016. 


[No. L-40012/144/2000-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/129/2000 


Shri Wahid Khan, 

S/o Gafoor Khan, 

C/o Md.Wasim H.No.l65,Mufti Bagh, 

Shahjahanabad, 

Bhopal (MP) ...Workman 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

Deptt. Of Telecommunication, 

Hoshangabad Road, MP Circle, 

Bhopal. 

General Manager, 

Telecom. CTO Building, 

T.T.Nagar, Bhopal ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 18 th day of July 2016 

1. As per letter dated 30-6-2000 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 

received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-40012/144/2000-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 


“Whether the action of the management of Chief General Manager, Telecom in terminating the services of 
Shri Wahid Khan S/o Shri Gafoor Khan w.e.f. July 92 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 

Page 2/1 to 2/3. Case of workman is that he was employed by management as casual labour for 355 days in 1982-83, 
70 days in June 83 to December 86, 807 days in February 87 to August 90. That in 1993, he worked for 51 days from 
June 83 to 86 on ACG. The entries regarding his working were verified by the authorities from his personal record 
book issued by the department. Above contentions are reiterated by 1st party contending that despite working more than 
240 days, he was not accorded temporary status, no steps were taken for his regularization by the management, he was 
continued as casual labour. His services were terminated orally, he was not paid retrenchment compensation, notice of 
termination was not issued to him. The action of the management is discriminatory and illegal. On such ground, 
workman prays for his reinstatement with backwages. 
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3. 2 nd party management filed Written Statement opposing claim of 1st party workman at Page 6/1 to 6/2. 2 nd 
party submits that workman as engaged as casual labour as per availability of work. Workman was never appointed. 1st 
party worked for 240 days during June 82 to December 84. 151 days during Jan 83 to May 83. 1st party workman was 
continuously absent from June 83 to Jan 87. During feb87 to December87, he worked for 332 days. Feb 88 to Dec-88 
for 289 days, Jan-89 to Nov-89 for 91 days, feb90 to Aug 90 for 95 days. That 1st party himself absent from work 
without informing management. He was irregular on work. Workman is not eligible for regularization as per scheme of 
department as per circular dated 17-12-93. That casual mazdoors who were engaged during 31-3-83 to 26-6-88 and 
who was still continuing for such work in the circles where they initially engaged and who are not absent for the last 
more than 365 days are eligible for benefit of said scheme. 2 nd party reiterates that workman is not entitled for any 
relief. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of 

Chief General Manager, Telecom in 
terminating the services of Shri Wahid Khan 
S/o Shri Gafoor Khan w.e.f. July 92 is 
justified? 

Services of 1st party are not terminated in July 1992. 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled 

to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

5. Workman is challenging termination of his service contending that his services are orally terminated after 
completion of 240 days, he was not given temporary status or regularization in service, retrenchment compensation is 
not paid to him. The termination of his service is illegal. 2 nd party reiterates that workman was engaged as casual 
employee, he was intermittently working, workman himself remained absent from work, he is not entitled for 
regularization/ reinstatement. 

6. 1st party workman filed affidavit of his evidence supporting his contentions in statement of claim that he 
worked for 355 days during 1982-83, he worked for 70 days as ACG and for the period from 87 to 90, he worked for 
807 days. The term of reference indicates his services were terminated in July 1992. The evidence of workman himself 
shows that he worked till August 1990. It is clear from his own evidence that he was not terminated in July 1992. 
Besides above, workman in his cross says he has passed 1th standard, the post was not advertised, his name was not 
sponsored through Employment Exchange. He was paid wages for his actual working days. He denies that he left work 
himself. He denies that he not completed 240 days continuous service, management has shown working days of 1st 
party workman in Para-3 of the Written Statement, 240 days during June 82 to December 84, during feb87 to 
December87, he worked for 332 days. Feb 88 to Dec-88 for 289 days. During all those years, as per Written Statement 
of the 2 nd party, 1st party worked more than 240 days . that 1st party workman is not entitled to benefit of schemeof 
department as he remained absent more than 365 days during relevant period. Document Exhibit W-l shows working 
days of workman during 1982 to 1989. As per term of reference, services of 1st party were terminated in July 992 
Exhibit W-3 shows 1st party worked for 186 days during January 89 to August 1990. Workman has not worked for 
240 days preceding alleged termination of his service therefore termination of his service in violation of Section 25-F 
is not established. Copy of the circular dated 17-12-93 is produced at Exhibit W-2. Relevant portion of circular 
provides the matter has further been examined in this office and it is decided that all those casual mazdoors who were 
engaged by the circles during the period from 31-3-85 to 22-6-88 and who are still continuing for such works in the 
circles where they were initially engaged and who are not absent for the last more than 365 days counting from the 
date of issue of this order be brought under the above said scheme. The evide4nce of workman doesnot fulfill above 
criteria’s besides the term of reference doesnot pertain to regularization of services of workman. The contentions of 
workman pertaining to regularization of his service is beyond term of reference. 

7. The evidence of management’s witness Sayed Tahir Mahmood is in nature of denial of the claim. 

8. As workman has not worked more than 240 days preceding termination of his service in July 1992 or even 12 
calendar months preceding August 1990, termination of 1st party workman in violation of Section 25-F is not 
established. Considering the evidence on record, termination of services of workman in July 1992 is not established. 
Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.l. 


9. 


In the result, award is passed as under:- 






3794 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 13, 2016/ SRAVANA 22, 1938 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(1) The termination of service of workman w.e.f. July 1992 is not established. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

M fc#, 8 3TW, 2016 

'97T.3TT. 1692.—3tMwT, 1947 (1947 T7F 14) *IKT 17 ^ STJOTU 3 
idl<=bW ^ WRUT ^ FFTS PHdNchT 3TIT 0b4=bK ^ #ET, SFJsfa F 3jWlPl<h fFFU 3 

FTFK 3jWlPl<h 3Tf?FFGT TF ?TF "MWId'M, FFTPJT: ^ W (#v4 H. TM3Tl£fl/qTRft/3TR/90/98) F7T 94,1^16 Wl 
t FFRTT FTf 02.08.2016 FTt WF f3TT «TTI 

|TT. ^-40012/138/96-34^3^ (TPJ)] 
Ft. FT. dujJIIMId, FTF 3Tf?FFKt 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1692. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/90/98) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Departmental Canteen, Telecom Factory and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 02.08.2016. 

[No. L-40012/138/96-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/90/98 


Shri Raj Kumar, 

Qr.No. 955, Cherital, 

Harijan Basti, Jabalpur (MP) .. .Workman 

Versus 

Secretary, 

Departmental Canteen, 

Telecom Factory, 

Jabalpur ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 20 th day of July, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 16-4-98 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-40012/138/96-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Departmental Canteen, Telecom Factory, Jabalpur in terminating 
the services of Shri Rajkumar is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 2/1 to 2/4. Case of 1st party workman is that he was appointed as cleaner in 1982 against clear vacant post. He 
worked with honesty. He could not perform his duties for certain period due to ill health. However he had sent 
information with medical certificates to the department regarding his illness. On 28-4-92, punishment of withholding 
increment of 5 years was imposed against him. His pay was reduced from Rs.762/- to Rs.750/- for 5 years. Workman 
further submits it was alleged by management that he worked for 193 days w.e.f. June 89 to April 90 and major 
punishment was imposed against him without giving opportunity for defence. The departmental enquiry was conducted 
behind his back. His absence was totally ignored by the management. Chargesheet was also issued to him on 18-3-92 
for unauthorized absence from 16-8-91 till date. He had appeared before Enquiry Officer on 5-8-92 and accepted that 
he was absent from duty because of his illness. Doctor has advised him for complete bed rest. Showcause notice was 
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issued to him which was replied by him. The workman explained his absence due to serious illness. He had submitted 
Medical Certificate that he was advised by Doctor for bed rest. He had resumed duty after submitting medical 
certificate. That he was absent from duty due to compelling circumstances. Management did not consider his 
explanation on humanitarian ground. 

3. 1st party further submits that enquiry conducted against him is not proper and legal. Principles of natural 
justice were violated. Enquiry Officer recorded his findings ignoring his defence. No reasons were assigned by defence 
of 1st party . Extreme punishment imposed against him is disproportionate. On such ground, 1st party prays for his 
reinstatement. 

4. Management filed Written Statement at Page 6/1 to 6/2 opposing claim of workman. 2 nd party submits that 1st 
party was appointed as cleaner on 1-11-1988, he was negligent towards his duty, he was remaining absent without 
intimation or permission. On account of his absence cleaning work in canteen was suffering at large and uncleanliness 
was increasing. After regular appointment of 1st party between March 89 to April-90, his attendance was only days. 
Due to his absence and negligence, management was compelled to take disciplinary action. Enquiry was conducted 
against him. Penalty of stoppage of increment for 5 year was imposed on 28-4-92. It is reiterated that the 1st party was 
habitual absentee. Fresh enquiry was started against workman on 18-3-92 and enquiry ended by imposing penalty of 
dismissal on 9-11-92. There is no illegality in the enquiry conducted or punishment imposed against workman. 2 nd 
party submits that reference be answered in its favour. 

5. Rejoinder is filed by 1st party at Page 7/1 to 7/3 reiterating his contentions in statement of claim. 

6. As per order dated 29-5-15, enquiry conducted against workman is held proper and legal. 

7. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the misconduct alleged against 

workman is proved from evidence in Enquiry 
proceedings? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) Whether the punishment of dismissal 
imposed against workman is proper and 
legal? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled 

to?” 

As per final order. 


REASONS 

8. As per order dated 29-5-15, enquiry conducted against workman is found proper and legal. Question arise 
whether charges alleged against workman are proved from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. Learned counsel for 1st 
party Shri P.Yadav pointed out my attention that 1st party workman was not able to speak and he could not be cross- 
examined. The record of Enquiry Proceeding is produced. Workman in his statement dated 5-8-92 admitted charges 
against him that he was absent without intimation since 16-8-91. He had nothing to say in his defence. From above 
statement, the charges alleged against workman are proved. Therefore I record my finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 


9. Point No.2- Next question arise as to whether punishment of dismissal imposed against workman is proper 
and legal, whether punishment is disproportionate. 1st party workman in his affidavit of evidence stated that he was 
working as cleaner since 1982. The chargesheet for unauthorized absence was issued on 18-3-92. While imposing 
punishment of dismissal, length of service of 1st party was not considered. For alleged unauthorized absence, 
punishment of dismissal imposed against workman appears disproportionate, punishment of dismissal deserves to be 
modified to compulsory retirement. Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The punishment of dismissal imposed against workman is not legal. 

(2) The punishment of dismissal imposed on workman is modified to compulsory retirement. 2 nd party is 
directed to allow retiral benefits to 1st party as per rules. 


R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1693. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/69/03) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Govt. Opium and Alkaloid Factory, Neemuch and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 02.08.2016. 

[No. L-42012/14/2000-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/69/2003 


Shri Jagdishchandra 
S/o Shri Nandlalji, 

Jaisinghpura, 

Neemuch (MP) ... Workman 

Versus 

General Manager, 

Govt. Opium & Alkaloid Factory, 

Neemuch (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 19 th day of July, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 6-5-03 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification 
No. L-42012/14/2000-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 


“Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Govt. Opium and Alkaloid Works in terminating 
the services of Shri Jagdish Chandra S/o Shri Badbkakhu w.e.f. 8-6-90 is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman filed statement of claim at 

Page 9 to 15. Case of 1st party workman is that he was working as casual labor with 2 nd party. He was paid scale pay 
plus 51 % DA. His service record was unblemished. He was appointed on 18-4-76. His services were terminated 
illegally on 8-6-90 without order in writing. That he had completed more than 240 days except artificial breaks given 
by the management. That there are several vacant post with 2 nd party but he was not regularized on the vacant post. His 
grievance was also raised by the Union but no action was taken by the management. Other junior casual employees 
engaged by management were absorbed as temporary unskilled employees in pay scale 196-232. The services of 1st 
party workman were terminated without giving any opportunity of hearing in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. He 
wasnot paid retrenchment compensation, termination notice was not served on him. That more than 100 employees are 
working in establishment of 2 nd party, termination of his service is in violation of Section 25 N of ID Act. 2 nd party had 
not taken permission of Central government for terminating his services. Termination of his service is in violation of 
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principles of natural justice by way of victimization. 1st party workman further submits that he is rendered unemployed 
after his termination, he prays for his reinstatement with backwages. 

3. Workman died during pendency, his LR Smt. Chanda Bai - widow, Sangita and Puja daughters and Ravindra 
son are brought on record as his LRs. 

4. 2 nd party appeared through Advocate Shri R.C.Shrivastva, Sajid Akhtar, Kanak Gaharwar. However no 
Written Statement is filed by 2 nd party. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of 
General Manager, Govt. Opium and Alkaloid 
Works in terminating the services of Shri Jagdish 
Chandra S/o Shri Badbkakhu w.e.f. 8-6-90 is 
justified? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

As per final order. 


REASONS 

6. The term of reference pertains to legality of termination of services of 1st party workman Jagdish Chandra 
w.e.f. 8-6-90. 1st party died during pendency of reference proceeding. His LRs are brought on record. 2 nd party has not 
filed Written Statement. Widow Chandra Bai filed affidavit of her evidence stating that her husband was appointed on 
18-4-76. Her husband was given certificates about is working. Services of her husband were terminated in 1993 
without order in writing, retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. From his evidence, documents W-l to W-9 
/I to 9/10 are admitted in evidence. Her evidence remained unchallenged as 2 nd party not participated in reference. 
Document Exhibit W-l shows Jagdish Chandra , S/o Nandlalji was engaged as mazdoor at wages Rs.8.75 per day on 
6-6-80. Exhibit W-2 shows the appointment letter dated 10-2-82. The conditions of appointment are mentioned that his 
appointment was to the post of casual labour purely temporary. Exhibit W-3 is certificate about his engagement from 
18-4-76, W-4 is certificate about his engagement from 28-5-78 to 14-8-78. Exhibit W-5 is certificate about his 
engagement as casual worker from 6-10-79 to 3-5-80. W-6 is certificate about his engagement from 12-6-80 to 4-2-81. 
Exhibit W-7 is certificate about his engagement from 11-2-81 to 26-6-81, W-8 is certificate about his engagement from 
3-10-82to 31-12-82. Exhibit W-9/1 shows payment made to deceased workman from 1-4-85 to 12-7-85, 24-10-85 to 
15-12-85, W-9/2 shows payment made to late Jagdish for the year 1-2-84 to 27-7-84 - 178 days, W-9/3 shows payment 
made to Late Jagdish for the period 18-10-84 to 4-1-85 for 79 days. W-9/4 is payment made to workman for 153 days 
for the period 2-2-86 to 15-7-86. W-9/5 payment made to Jagdish for 117 days during 3-3-87 to 30-6-87. W-9/6 shows 
payment made to Jagdish for period 1-11-87 to 30-1-87, 15-3-87 to 14-6-88 for 68 days, W-9/7 shows payment made 
to Jagdish for 120 days and 74 days for the period 8-2-89 to 7-6-89, 15-3-90 to 8-6-90. W-9/10 shows payment made 
to Jagdish for 10 days for the period 15-10-90 to 14-11-90. The evidence of Chanda Bai remained unchallenged as 2 nd 
party failed to participate in reference proceeding. I find no reason to discard her evidence. That 1st party has produced 
documents available with her. 2 nd party has not filed Written Statement nor participated in reference proceeding. As 
per evidence of workman and documents produced, termination of Late Jagdish without notice, not paying 
retrenchment compensation is illegal. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l in Negative. 

7. Point No.2- In view of my finding in Point No.l termination of 1st party workman Shri Jagdishi is illegal, the 
question remains for consideration whether he is entitled for reinstatement with backwages. Workman died in year 
2004. Considering 1st party workman was working with 2 nd party since 1976 till termination of his services in 1990, 
reasonable compensation deserves to be awarded. Considering the length of service of deceased Jagdish, compensation 
Rs. One Lakh would be adequate. Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2. 

8. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management is not proper and legal. 

(2) 2 nd party is directed to pay compensation Rs. One Lakh to Smt. Chanda Bai, widow of deceased 
workman. 

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman within 30 days from the date of notification of award. 
In case of default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum from the date of award till its realization. 


R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
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it. pppfqrpr, rfr 3ifppnft 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1694. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/163/95) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 02.08.2016. 


[No. L-40011/3/94-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/163/95 


Shri Jalam, S/o Shri Mangal, 

To wadi Mohalla, 

Machchi Bazar, 

Khargone (MP) ...Workman 

Versus 

Director, 

Telecom Department, 

Bhopal ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 25 th day of July 2016 

1. As per letter dated 20-7-95 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L- 
40011/3/94-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 


“Whether the action of the management of Divisional Engineer (Telephone), Khargone in terminating the 
services of 16 casual labours ( as shown in the list attached) w.e.f. the dates mentioned against each is justified 
or not? If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 

Page 3/1 to 3 A. Order of reference pertains to termination of 16 casual labours. Statement of claim is submitted by 
Jalam. Case of 1st party workman is they were working as casual employee with 2 nd party management on clear 
vacancies. Their service details are shown in separate sheets. That all those employees have completed more than 240 
days continuous service in each of the calendar year. They are covered as employee under Section 25 B of ID Act. 
Their services are terminated under Section 25-F of ID Act. They were not paid retrenchment compensation at the time 
of termination of their service, termination of their service is void-ab-initio. Ratio held in case Mohanlal versus Bharat 
Electronics Ltd 1981-3(SCC)-225 1st party further submits that retrenchment of the services of all those employees is 
without permission of Government of India. It is in violation of Section 25-N of ID Act. Violation of 25-H of ID Act is 
also alleged. Though the statement of claim refers to the service particulars given but no such list is found along with 
statement of claim. Separate written submissions are found have been made by Kailash S/o bala that he was working 
with 2 nd party from 1991 to 1993. His services were terminated in 1994. Shri Hariram S/o Tukaram submitted 
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separate written submissions contending that he was working with 2 nd party as labout till 1991 during 1987, he was 
working at Village Barud, Distt. Khargone in 1992, his services were terminated. Considering he was working since 
1984 to 1990, he was allowed to appear in exam. After termination of his service, he is rendered unemployed. 

3. 2 nd party filed Written Statement at Page 11/lto 11/3 opposing claim of 1st party. 2 nd party submits that any of 
the employees were not engaged, appointment letter was not issued to them. The services of any of the employees were 
not terminated. 1st party be directed to produce their appointment orders if available. Claim of 1st party is false and 
imaginary. That 1st party has made allegations, the same are denied. That 2 nd party used to engage daily wag employees 
as per exigencies for the work of laying cables, digging ditches etc. daily wage employees were paid their wages after 
their working . daily wage employees are not covered under Section 25 B of ID Act. Any of the employees were not 
given appointment. Termination of 1st party employees, violation of Section 25-F, 25-H -N is denied. 2 nd party 
reiterates it has not committed violation of any statutory rules. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of 
Divisional Engineer (Telephone), Khargone in 
terminating the services of 16 casual labours ( as 
shown in the list attached) w.e.f. the dates 
mentioned against each is justified or not? 

Termination of the 16 workmen shown in the list is 
not proved. 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workmen are not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

5. The term of reference pertains to termination of services of 16 casual labours, their names are shown in 
Annexure I. Jamal S/0 Mangal, appointed on 29-4-89 & terminated on 19-11-93, Shri Amarsingh S/o Sardar Singh, 
Asharam S/o Chaganlal, Hariram, S/o Sakaram, Totaram S/o Tukaram, Nanuram S/o Dayaram, Karan S/o Chetram, 
Maan singh S/o Kaluram, Santosh S.o Tulsiram, Jagdish S/o Hiralal, Hariram S/o Budhiya, Maheshpal S/o Ramcharan, 
Pratap Singh S/o Motilal, Kailash S/o Govind, Kailash S/o Jaswant, Nanuram S/o Ganpat the date of appointment and 
date of termination are shown against their name from 1989 to 1993. 

6. 1st party filed affidavit of Shri Jalam S/o Mangal. He failed to appear for his cross examination. Other casual 
labours pertaining to the dispute not participated in the reference proceeding. 

7. Management filed affidavit of Rajendra Sakrawar, Ramesh Jaiswal. Above witnesses of management not 
appeared for cross-examination. Management filed affidavit of Shri S.S.Mishra supporting contentions in Written 
Statement that any of the casual workers pertaining to the dispute were not appointed by management. For exigency of 
work, casual labours were engaged on daily wages for digging ditches, laying cables, wages were paid to them. In his 
cross-examination, management’s witness says from 2013, he is working as SDO at Khargone. Any document 
pertaining to working of casual labour during 1989 to 1992 is not available in the office. The documents about 
payments made to casual labours are not available. The casual labours were engaged on work, they were not issued 
appointment orders. 1st party has not adduced cogent evidence, Jalam has not appeared for cross-examination, his 
evidence cannot be considered. Claim of 1st party workers are not supported by evidence. Therefore I record my 
finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 

8. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management is proper and legal. 

(2) Workmen are not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1695. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 09/2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited, and their workman, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016. 

[No. L- 22012/252/1999-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE No. 09 OF 2000 
PARTIES : The management of Khas Kajora Colliery of M/s. ECL 


Vs. 


Shri Surendra Harijan 

REPRESENTATIVES : 

For the management : Sri P. K. Goswami, learned advocate 

For the union (Workman) : Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of union 
INDUSTRY : COAL STATE: WEST BENGAL 


Dated: 12.07.2016 


AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section(l) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-22012/252/99/IR (CM-II) dated 30.12.1999 has been pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Khas Kajora Colliery of M/s. ECL in dismissing Sri Surendra 
Harijan, Underground Loader from services is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to? ” 

1. Having received the Order NO. L-22012/252/99/IR (CM-II) dated 30.12.1999 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 09 of 
2000 was registered on 18.01.2000 /10.10.2001 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices 
through the registered post to the parties concerned directing them to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file 
their written statements along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In 
pursuance of the said order notices by the registered post were sent to the parties concerned. 
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2. Case called out. Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of the Union appears on behalf of the workman and Sri P. K. 
Goswami, learned advocate appears on behalf of the Management. 

3. Sri Rakesh Kumar submits that he has been unable to contact the workman. As a result he could not file 
evidence of the workman. On perusal of case record I find that the case is running for evidence of the workman from 
07.05.2013. So far 12 dates were granted to Sri Rakesh Kumar for filing evidence of the workman but all in vain. 
Registered notice was also issued to the workman/union on 04.01.2012. It seems to me that the workman is now not at 
all interested to proceed with the case further. Had he been interested to proceed with the case he would appear before 
the court. As such the case is closed and a ‘No Dispute Award’ is hereby passed accordingly. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for information and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

M fTOrft, 8 3TW, 2016 
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1696. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 06/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the management of Bahula Colliery 
under Kenda Area, M/s. ECL, and their workman, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016. 

[No. L-22012/183/2002-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE No. 06 OF 2003 

PARTIES : The management of Bahula Colliery, Kenda Area of M/s. ECL 


Vs. 


Sri Kartar Singh 


REPRESENTATIVES : 


For the management 


Sri P. K. Das , learned advocate 


For the union (Workman) 


Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of union 


INDUSTRY : COAL STATE 


WEST BENGAL 


Dated: 14.07.2016 
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AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section(l) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-22012/183/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 08.05.2003 has been pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bahula Colliery under Kenda Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields 
Limited in dismissing Sri Kartar Singh, Underground Leader, from service w.e.f. 23.06.1998 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

1. Having received the Order NO. L-22012/183/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 08.05.2003 of the above said reference from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 06 of 2003 
was registered on 19.05.2003 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their 
written statements along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance 
of the said order notices by the registered post were sent to the parties concerned. 

2. Case called out. Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of the union appears on behalf of the workman and Sri P. K. Das, 
learned advocate appears on behalf of the Management. 

3. Sri Rakesh Kumar submits that the case may be closed as the workman is dead. He has also put his remarks on the 
order sheet to that effect. Since the workman has already expired and the union does not want to proceed with the 
case further the case is closed and a ‘No Dispute Award’ is hereby passed accordingly. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for information and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 
M 8 3RRR, 2016 
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RET 7T3TT RTI 


[R. RRT-22012/76/2009-3R^3TR (RpRT-2)] 
TRR( fW, 3RjRFT 3#TRTR 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1697.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 19/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited, and their workman, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016. 

[No. L-22012/76/2009-IR (CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE No. 19 OF 2010 
PARTIES : The management of Jambad O.C.P of M/s. ECL 

Vs. 

Sri Rahul Chatterjee 
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REPRESENTATIVES : 

For the management : Sri P. K. Goswami, Learned Advocate 

For the union (Workman) : Sri G. P. Mai, Learned Advocate 

INDUSTRY : COAL STATE : WEST BENGAL 

Dated: 08.07.2016 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section(l) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-22012/76/2009-IR(CM-II) dated 15.06.2010 has been pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. ECL for allegedly not providing employment to Sri Rahul 

Chatterjee, the adopted son of the deceased workman, Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee, on compassionate basis is 

legal and justified? To what relief is the claimant entitled for? ” 

1. Having received the Order No. L-22012/76/2009-IR(CM-II) dated 15.06.2010 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 19 of 2010 
was registered on 02.07.2010. Accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through the registered 
post to the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the court, on the date fixed and to file their written statements 
along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the said order 
notices by the registered post were sent to the parties concerned. Both the parties appeared in the Tribunal, through 
their representative. 

2. Sri Rahul Chartterjee has stated, in brief, in his written statement that he is adopted son of Late Ms. Anita 
Chatterjee, daughter of Late Kamala Kanta Chatterjee resident of Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- 
Burdwan. Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee is his adoptive mother. His father’s name is Sri Dinanath Chatterjee, son of Late 
Kamala Kanta Chatterjee, resident of Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan. Name of his 
natural mother is Smt. Basanti Chatterjee resident of the same village. Her adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee 
was unmarried and had no male or female issue. She with the consent of his natural father and mother adopted him (Sri 
Rahul Chartterjee) as his adopted son. The said give and take between his adoptive mother and his natural parents took 
place in the presence of witnesses and relatives, villagers and neighbours and same was solemnized at Village & Post- 
Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan on 29.08.2000. Necessary rituals were observed. At the time of adoption 
his age was 13 years. After the said adoption he begin to live in the house of his adoptive mother namely Late Ms. 
Anita Chatterjee. Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee looked after him as her son with full affection and love. Sri Rahul 
Chartterjee also loved respected and honoured her mother and he was fully dependent on her. His natural father is the 
brother of adoptive mother but they live separately. His natural father is not an employee but he is unemployed. After 
adoption, his natural parents did not look after him. Adoption deed was recorded on 29.08.2000 at Asansol court with 
two witnesses of his Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan. It was duly stamped and signed and 
certified by ‘Notary’ Sri Tapa Priya Chatterjee. His adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee was a permanent 
employee of Jambad O.C.P under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited as clerk being U.M. No. 564036, 
C.M.P.F. No. ASN 20/B/25, B.F. No. G-522, Date of Birth 28.02.1954, Date of Appointment 26.08.1982. His adoptive 
mother applied before competent authority for inclusion of name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee as her adopted son in service 
record / SRE kept in the office of the company. Competent authority after verification of documents, considering her 
application to be genuine, approved the inclusion of the name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee in her service record. It was 
communicated by letter Ref. No. Kj/Pm/C-6/69/284/2273 dated 02.05.2003 mentioned therein Note Sheet No. KA/J 
OCP/C-6/2296 dated 06.01.2003 signed by Dy. P.M., Kajora Area on 05.05.2003 and further communication of the 
same to my adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee under reference KJ/O.C.P/C-6/03/217 dated 15/16.05.2003 
signed by Dy. P.M., Jambad O.C.P. His adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee availed 01.09.2004 - 07.05.2009 
L.T.C./L.L.T.C. dated 01.12.2003 -08.12.2003. Benefit and Medical benefits mentioning his name as her adopted son 
and thereby his adoptive mother and himself provided the benefit granted by the competent authority of the company. 
His adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee died on 27.12.2006 at 09:40 AM at C. H. Kalla of M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited where she was admitted on 22.12.2006 at 01:25 PM. The said Date of Death of my adoptive mother 
was duly recorded with the Registrar Birth & Death, Asansol Municipal Corporation on 15.01.2007. Adoptive mother 
of Sri Rahul Chatterjee, Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee was in service of the company in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited on 
27.12.2006 and she died at C.H. Kalla of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited on 27.12.2006. She died in harness while in 
service. Being adopted and dependent son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee I performed “Shradha” and other ceremonies at 
her / my residence at Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan as per Hindu rituals / laws in vogue 
in the locality. After the death of his adoptive mother he have been still living in the same house / home of his adoptive 
mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. As per provisions of N.C.W.A. dependent adopted son or daughter is entitled to get 
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employment in company in place of deceased employee in service. He submitted application with necessary 
documents. The concerned authority of Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited directed him to appear before 
screening committee on 21.03.2007. He was again directed by competent authority to appear before screening 
committee of Kajora area on 11.05.2007 along with original documents. He appeared before screening committee on 
21.03.2007 and 11.05.2009. But he has not been provided employment in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited as per 
N.C.W.A. Sri Rahul Chartterjee has prayed that the management of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited be directed to 
provide him employment in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. 

3. The Agent / Dy. CME of Jambad O.C.P. of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has stated, in brief, in his written 
statement that Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee during her lifetime did not take adoption of Sri Rahul Chartterjee according to 
the provisions of law. Statement of adoption is entirely vague. The deed of adoption is not duly registered which is 
required by law to be registered. The alleged deed is supposed to have been prepared in the year 2000, but the 
witnesses put there signature in the year 2002. Even a single word has not been uttered regarding eligibility of adoption 
of Sri Rahul Chartterjee. Statement made in the written statement of the claimant is vague and frivolous. Claimant is 
not adopted son of ex-employee. Dy. CME of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has 
prayed that Sri Rahul Chartterjee is not entitled for employment. He is not entitled to any relief. 

4. Sri Rahul Chartterjee has filed 6 (Six) documents as documentary evidence namely : 

(i) Photocopy of Adoption Deed, (ii) Photocopy of Letter of Dy. PM of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of 
M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited dated 02.05.2003, (iii) Photocopy of Medical I.D. Card of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee, 
(iv) Photocopy of letter of Dy. Estate Manager of Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited dated 05.07.93, (v) 
Copy of Gas Consumer Book, (vi) Copy of Certificate from Pradhan of Ballavpur Gram Panchayat. 

Sri Rahul Chartterjee has filed affidavit in his evidence he has been cross-examined by the learned advocate of 
Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. 

Agent of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has filed copy of L.T.C. of 
Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. Agent / Dy. CME of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
has not examined any witness. 

5. I have heard Sri G. P. Mai, learned advocate on behalf of employee and Sri P. K. Goswami, learned advocate 
on behalf of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. 

6. Sri G. P. Mai, learned advocate appearing on behalf of the employee has argued that Sri Rahul Chartterjee is 
adopted son of miss Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. The name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee has been recorded in the Service 
Excerpts of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. The name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee has been recorded in the Medical I.D. 
card and other relevant documents. His has been allotted a seat in the school bus managed by colliery. Sri Rahul 
Chartterjee still resided in the house of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee after adoption. As per N.C.W.A. he is entitled for job 
being dependent adopted son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. He has also filed written argument. On other hand Sri P. K. 
Goswami, learned advocate appearing on behalf of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields 
Limited has argued that the name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee is entered being dependent on Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee in 
the Service Excerpts of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited, but the Adoption Deed is not registered. 

7. It is admitted fact that Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee was permanent employee of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora 
Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited bearing U.M. No. 564036. It is not disputed that Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee 
expired during employment. The claim of Sri Rahul Chartterjee is on the basis of Adoption Deed, being adopted 
dependent son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. But Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited 
has denied the claim for employment because of Adoption Deed being unregistered. 

8. As per Clause 9.3.3 of Chapter IX of N.C.W.A. the adopted dependent son is entitled for the job. The relevant 
rule is below : 

“ The dependant for this purpose means the wife/husband as the case may be, unmarried daughter, son and 
legally adopted son. If no such direct dependant is available for employment, brother, widowed daughter/ 
widowed daughter-in-law or son-in-law residing with the deceased and almost wholly dependant on the 
earnings of the deceased may be considered to be the dependant of the deceased. ” 

9. The adoption of male or female Hindu has been described under Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act, 1956. 
As per section 16 of Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act, 1956 the Adoption Deed need not be registered. Though, if 
Adoption Deed is registered there will be presumptions regarding its validity. Even if Adoption Deed is unregistered 
it will be enforceable, but it must be scrutinized so that its authenticity can be verified. Off course as per N.C.W.A. 
which is bipartite agreement the adopted dependent son is entitled for employment in place of his or her deceased 
adoptive father or mother. But it should be ensured that Adoption Deed is genuine and was really executed and was in 
existence and enforced prior to the death of deceased adoptive mother. 
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10. At this stage perusal of Adoption Deed is necessary. As per Adoption Deed the ceremony of adoption has 
been performed on 06.08.2000 in presence of friends, relatives and respectable persons including the attesting 
witnesses. The Adoption Deed has not been registered, but it has been notarized by Notary Public on 29.08.2000. But it 
is surprising to note that witnesses Sri Subrata Chatterjee and Sri Shibnath have put their signature on 20.09.2002. 
When the Adoption Deed was notarized in the presence of witnesses why these witnesses put their signature after more 
then two years? This fact has not been explained. This circumstance arouses serious suspension about genuineness of 
Adoption Deed. It is also relevant to mention the names of any witness, friends or relatives have not been described in 
the Adoption Deed. The so called witnesses Sri Subrata Chatterjee and Shibnath who put their signature after 2 (Two) 
years for the reasons best known to them even their names are not mentioned in the Adoption Deed. This important 
circumstance inspires to disbelieve on the Adoption Deed itself. It indicates that Adoption Deed has been manipulated 
for procuring employment in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. Moreover Sri Rahul Chartterjee has not filed any 
document of his school etc. By submitting copies of school certificate it would have been verified that in School 
Certificate whose name is entered as his mother. Though, name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee has been entered as dependent 
in the Service Excerpt of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee maintained by Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited. Name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee is also entered as adopted son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee in 
medical ID card. He has been also allotted a seat in the school bus managed by concerned colliery. But these 
documents can not create any right in favour of claimant when Adoption Deed is itself found to be suspicious. When 
the basis of claim is itself not genuine, then entries in Service excerpt of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee in favor of Sri Rahul 
Chartterjee as adopted son will not create any right in favour of Sri Rahul Chartterjee. 

11. In the view of discussion above the action of management of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. 
Eastern Coalfields Limited for not providing employment to Sri Rahul Chartterjee, the adopted son of deceased 
employee, Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee on compassionate basis is legal and justified. The claimant is not entitled for any 
relief. 


ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as per above discussion. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

M 'fe#, 8 37W, 2016 

7FT.3TT. 1698.— SlWlPlcb SlMwi, 1947 (1947 ^1 14) WT 17 ^ 3Pj7T7U B ^#4 4M t7B.7Tt.7lt. 

ttB. BBBB4 t£ 7TB5 PHdMcbl 3Tt7 BTB =h4<=bK ^ BNt, 3FJBB t}' sMfW fBBTB B 7TBB17 sffeftfw 

BfBBTU/BB «4l4ld4, JIKNllteHl BT w (tM 71. 12/2014) BB wfBB BTTcft t, ^#4 08.08.2016 BB 

WB f|3TT BTI 

[77. TTBT—22013/1/2016—3TT^3TR (7^-2)] 
71#^ fW, SFjBIB 3#[BB7t 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1698. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Godavarikhani (IT/ID/12/2014) 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management of SCCL, and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016. 


[No. L-22013/1/2016-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-CUM-VI ADDL. DIST. 

AND SESSIONS COURT, GODAVARIKHANI 

Present:- SRI G.V.KRISHNAIAH, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No.12 OF 2014 

Tuesday, the 5 th day of July, 2016 
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Between:- 

KOVVURI RAYAMALLU, S/o. Banaiah, 

Age 50 years, Occ: Badli Filler, R/o.Mallapalli, 

Mandal Manthani, Dist.Karimnagar. .. .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Colliery Manager, 5 Incline, Godavarikhani. 

2. The General Manager, RG-I, Godavarikhani. 

3. The Managing Director, Singareni Collieries (Administration), 

PO: Kothagudem, District: Khammam. 

4. The Chief Managing Director, SC Company Ltd., 

Erramangil colony, Singareni Bhavan, 

Lakdikapool, Hyderabad. ...Respondents 

This case coming before me for final hearing in the presence of Sri S.Bhagavantha Rao, Advocate for the 
petitioner and of Sri D.Krishna Murthy, Advocate for the respondents; and having been heard and having stood over 
for consideration till this day, the Tribunal delivered the following:- 

AWARD 

1. This petition is filed U/Sec. 2(A)(2) of I.D., Act challenging the dismissal of petitioner by respondent No. 2 
praying for his reinstatement into service with continuity of service, all attendant benefits, full back wages release of 
gratuity P.F., and other benefits or compensation in lieu of reinstatement. 

2. Petitioner was dismissed from service orally by the respondent No.2 on 30-01-1992. 

3. Petitioner challenges his dismissal order as follows. He was appointed as Badli Filler in the year 1973 and 

worked upto 31-3-1985. Petitioner was foisted a charge of absenteeism and he was terminated from service. Petitioner 
was not issued charge memo, charge sheet and he was abruptly terminated from service. Petitioner submitted several 
representations to the respondents to supply the documents, but they did not supply them to petitioner. Petitioner also 
submitted a letter dt.6-1-2005 to release gratuity and P.F., amount, but the respondents did not release, kept with them 
and the company is under obligation to pay with penal interest. Again petitioner submitted a written representation to 

GM, RG-I through RPAD claiming gratuity of Rs.3,42,000/- but the respondent did not reply or paid any amount to 

petitioner. Petitioner’s case was covered by several settlements such as 1998 to 2000 and 2000 to 2010. At present, 
petitioner is out of employment. Therefore, petitioner prays to allow the petition. 

4. In response to this challenge, respondents filed counter justifying the dismissal of the petitioner. Petitioner 
was initially appointed in the company during the year 1972 and was dismissed from service in the year 1993 for his 
misconduct of un-authorised absenteeism. Petitioner kept quiet for all these years and filed this petition after lapse of 
20 years which is barred by limitation U/Sec. 2A(3) of Industrial Disputes Amendment Act, 2010. As per the MOS 
dt.12-03-1990, though the respondents re-appointed petitioner into service on 01-06-1990, he did not change his 
attitude and continued to absent himself for duty. As such, Respondents’ Company dis-empanelled the petitioner 
w.e.f., 25-07-1993. As petitioner was re-appointed in the year 1990 and was dis-empanelled in 1993, he is not entitled 
for gratuity as total service rendered by him was less than 5 years. The appropriate authority for settlement and pay of 
CMPF is the Regional Commissioner, Coal Mines Provident Fund, Godavarikhani and the respondents have no control 
over the same. As per the service register of petitioner, his age was recorded as 21 years as on 7-3-1973. Petitioner 
had already crossed the age of superannuation in the year 2012. Therefore, respondents pray to dismiss the petition 
without granting any relief to the petitioner. 

5. During the course of hearing, Ex.W-1 to Ex.W-14 on behalf of petitioner. No documents are marked on 
behalf of respondents. 

6. Heard both sides. Perused the material papers on record. 

7. The point for consideration is whether the petitioner is entitled to any relief? 

8. POINT:- Petitioner was appointed in the respondents’ company during the year 1972. He was dismissed 
from the services of the company for his misconduct of unauthorized absenteeism; and was reappointed in the year 
1990. Again he was dis-empanelled in the year 1993. Petitioner kept quiet fore more than 20 years and raised the 
dispute in the year 2014. Admittedly age of the petitioner as on 7-3-1973 (date of his initial appointment) was recorded 
as 21 years. As such, petitioner already attained the age of superannuation in March, 2012 itself. The relief of 
reinstatement sought for in this petition has become infructuous. Petitioner failed to raise any dispute regarding his dis- 
empanelment in the year 1993, within a reasonable time. The averments of the petition that petitioner was dismissed 
from service is not correct and admittedly no dismissal order is filed. No evidence is produced before this court by 
petitioner to substantiate his unauthorized absenteeism. No plausible explanation is offered for 20 years long delay in 
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raising the dispute. Under those circumstances, 1 am constrained to hold that petitioner is not entitled to any relief and 
petition is liable to be dismissed, for want of merits. Accordingly, the petition is dismissed. 

9. In the result, the petition is dismissed. 

Typed to my dictation by Typist, corrected and pronounced by me in open Court, on this the 5 th day of July, 

2016. 

G.V. KRISHNAIAH, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer 


Appendix of Evidence 
Witnesses Examined 


For workman:- For Management;- 

-Nil- -Nil- 

EXHIBITS 


For workman 


Ex.W-1 

Dt. 

05-04-2000 

Demand letter and its postal receipts 

Ex.W-2 

Dt. 

15-03-1989 

Representation of petitioner for appointment 

Ex.W-3 

Dt. 

31-05-1990 

Office order of appointment as Badli Filler 

Ex.W-4 

Dt. 

06-01-2005 

Application for gratuity and CMPF 

Ex.W-5 

Dt. 

30-03-2011 

Application for supply of removal order 

Ex.W-6 

Dt. 

13-09-2011 

Form-I application for gratuity with Regd.Post receipt 

Ex.W-7 

Dt. 

09/1990 

Pay slip, x.copy 

Ex.W-8 

Dt. 

21-12-2011 

Letter to petitioner by Sri N.S.Chakravarthi 

Ex.W-9 

Dt. 

24-06-2011 

Letter to the petitioner seeking information by Sri N.S.Chakravarthi, 
Public Information Officer 

Ex.W-10 

Dt. 

14-04-2011 

Letter issued to petitioner by Public Information Officer 

Ex.W-11 

Dt. 

13-05-2011 

Letter to the petitioner by Sri N.S.Chakravarthi, Public Information 
Officer, RG-I Area. 

Ex.W-12 

Dt. 

30-03-2011 

Application for supply of documents 1 to 6. 

Ex.W-13 

Dt. 

11-04-2011 

Letter issued to petitioner by P.I.O., corporate area for providing 
information under RTI Act, 2005. 

Ex.W-14 

Dt. 

05-04-2014 

Application for supply of documents letter addressed under Regd.Post 
with Ack., postal receipt. 


For Management: - 
-Nil- 

R# fTOrft, 8 31W, 2016 

'93T.3TT. 1699.—3lk)Pl4> fTOFI 1947 (1947 ^1 14) 4) RKT 17 ^ 3^4101 4 tRiMiRI 

^ RRRTO ^ 4R5 Pi4McbT 3Tk 4,4^10 ^ #4, 3Rp?4 4' fRRR 4 RRFR 

3#RfRW9RT TORIRR, TORTJl 4 TO (R#4 4. 197/97) R# y+lftld 47# I, 4t i£44 RRFR 4# 08.08.2016 4# R1RT 
f31t 2TTI 

[4. ^-22012/193/1996-3343117 (44R-2)] 

TFTO1 fW, 31^TOT 3#[Rn4 
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1699. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 197/97) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of SECL, Dhelwadih 
Project and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016. 

[No. L-22012/193/1996-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/197/97 


Shri Lada Ram, 

Ex.Driller, Dhelwadih Project, 
R/o Prem Nagar, 

Post Bhairotal, 

Distt. Bilaspur (MP) 

Versus 

Dy.General Manager, 

SECL, Dhelwadih Project, 
Post Banki Mongra, 

Distt. Bilaspur (MP) 


.. .Workman 


...Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 20 th day of July 2016 

1. As per letter dated 11-15/7/97 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-22012/193/96/IR(C-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Dhelwadih Project of SECL, Distt. Bilaspur in terminating the 
services of Shri Lada Ram Ex-Driller w.e.f. 14-4-94 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled and from which date?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 4/1 to 4/2. Case of 1st party workman is that he was working with 2 nd party as driller since last 15 years. He 
performed service to the satisfaction of his superiors. He was dismissed from service as per order dated 14-4-94, no 
chargesheet was issued to him neither enquiry was conducted as per rules. Further 1st party contends if enquiry 
conducted by 2 nd party is illegal, workman was not given full opportunity for his defence. Enquiry Officer did not 
inform him date of hearing. Enquiry was conducted. Principles of natural justice were not followed. The copy of 
findings of Enquiry Officer was not given to him. Termination of his service is illegal. On such ground, 1st party prays 
for his reinstatement with backwages. 

3. Management filed Written Statement at Page 9 to 11 opposing claim of 1st party workman. 2 nd party submits 
that 1st party was appointed as casual piecerated worker on 15-2-85, he was regularized on 1-1-1990. Showcause 
notice was issued to him on 28-8-93 giving the details of his attendance from January to July 1993. It is reiterated that 
the 1st party was remaining absent from work affecting coal production. The workman was again informed by Letter 
dated 29-8-93 about his attendance during January to July 93 was only 81 days. Chargesheet was issued to workman on 
23-1-93 on absence from duty without information. 1st party workman was given warning but there was no 
improvement. Chargesheet was issued to 1st party on 6-10-93 pertaining to his absence from duty from March to Sept 
93. 1st party workman accepted charges against him. Workman was allowed co-worker in the enquiry proceedings, 
opportunity for his defence was given. As workman admitted charges, the same have been proved considering the 
report of Enquiry Officer, punishment was imposed. Action of management is proper and legal. 

As per order dated 18-9-14, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal. 


4. 
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5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 

My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the charges alleged against workman is 
proved from evidence in Enquiry proceedings? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) Whether the punishment of dismissal imposed 
against workman is proper and legal? 

In Affirmative 

(iii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

6. Enquiry conducted against workman is found legal as per order dated 18-9-14. Question remains whether 
charges against 1st party workman are proved needs to be decided from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. During 
course of argument, learned counsel for 2 nd party Shri A.K.Shashi pointed out documents MD-6 chargesheet issued to 
workman dated 6-10-93 pertaining to unauthorized absence from 56-3-93. Document MD-13 1st party workman has 
admitted charge explained to him. At Page 26 of Enquiry Proceedings, statement of CSE was recorded. Workman has 
admitted his absence from duty as he had property dispute with his brother. Apprehending danger to his life, he was 
unable to attend duty. He had requested for leniency in the matter. When workman admitted charges against him, the 
charges against 1st party was proved. No further evidence was required when fact was admitted. For above reasons, I 
record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative. 

7. Point No. 2- In view of my finding in Point No.l charges of unauthorized absence alleged against workman 
are proved, question remains for consideration is whether punishment of dismissal imposed against workman is proper 
and legal. Perusal of record shows that workman did not participate in the reference proceeding, he failed to adduce 
evidence on the preliminary issue as well as on other issues. When workman has not adduced any evidence in the 
matter, the evidence of management’s witness was recorded. 

8. Learned counsel for management Shri A.K.Shashi submits that punishment of dismissal deserved no 
interference. In support of his argument, Shri A.K.Shashi relies on ratio held in case of Chairman-cum-Managing 
Director versus Mukul Kumar Choudhuri reported in AIR 2010-SC-75. Their Lordship dealing with departmental 
enquiry held delinquent admitting charges conclusion arrived at by Inquiry Officer about proof of charges. Absence of 
any procedural illegality or irregularity in conduct of departmental enquiry. It has to be held that charges against 
delinquent stood proved and warranted no interference,. 

Considering ratio in above cited case and workman remained absent, not adduced evidence in reference 
proceeding, punishment of dismissal doesnot call for interference, I record my finding in Point No.2 in Affirmative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management is proper and legal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

4^ fc#, 8 37474, 2016 

47T.37T. 1700.— 3lk)Pl4> f4414 3#rfWT, 1947 (1947 471 14) 47t 4171 17 # 3TJ0TO 4 TOR 

47 44444 47 7745 Pd4N44 37(7 44# 47447171' 47 #4, 34J44 4' f4f#4 3tWlPl4-> f4474 E ##l4 7774717 3lWlPl4> 
37p44774/44 -4I4M4, TOT4H77 # 4414 (tM 77. 73/1996) 471 547li4l4 477# t, ### 7774717 47f 08.08.2016 471 444 
5371 411 


["77. 471-22012/235/1995-34^3117 (77#4- II)] 
7445 fw, 343414 3#[47T7l 


New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016 

S.O. 1700. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 73/96) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, labalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of SECL, Ramnagar Area 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016. 

[No. L-22012/235/1995-IR (CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/73/96 


Secretary, 

Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), 

Hasdeo Area, 

Post Jhimar Colliery, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) ...Workman/Union 

Versus 

Sub Area Manager, 

Ramnagar Area of SECL, 

Post Jhimar Colliery, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) ...Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 14 th day of July 2016 

1. As per letter dated 28-2-96 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-22012/235/95-IR(C-II). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the demand of the Secretary, Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), Hasdeo Area that the Sub Area 
Manager, Ramnagar R.O.Sub Area of Hasdeo Area of SECL should take 48 workers (Schedule annexed) 
engaged in the work of water carriers and other misc. civil works should be taken on the roll of management is 
legal and justified? To what relief these workers are entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party Union filed statement of claim at Page 
3/1 to 3/7. Case of 1st party Union is that it is registered Union having right to collective bargaining system. That Shri 
Lallan Tiwari and 48 other workers were carrying the work of waterman, fetching water from wells and supplying 
drinking water to staff mazdoors and officers to their families residing in the colonies of Jhimer colliery of Ramnagar 
sub area. The workers were employed in March 1985. They were paid Rs.30/- per day. The rates were increased to 
Rs.50 per day from March 97, that salary was paid directly by the Colliery Management. That Lallan was shown as 
contractor, was himself also doing the work of supplying water. All those workers were not paid wages as per NCWA. 
They were not extended benefits of the regular employees of colliery. As per NCWA Appendix V Item 8, waterman are 
classified in Category I unskilled. It is reiterated that all those waterman were not absorbed in service, his services were 
not regularized despite they completed more than 240 days continuous service during each of the year. The Union 
prays that management be directed to regularize services of those workers. Continuing them on Badli casual 
temporaries denying regularization amount to unfair labour practice. On such ground, Union is demanding 
regularization of those workers. 

3. 2 nd party filed Written Statement opposing claim of Union. It is submitted that the Union has raised demand 
for regularization of Lallan and 47 others claiming to be contractual. Present reference was merged with R/70/93. The 
names of worker shown in R/70/93 and present reference are common. As shown in Para 3(d) of Written Statement, 2 nd 
party denies that those workers are engaged for water supply since March 985 @ Rs.30 per day increased to Rs.50/- in 
March 97. The wage structure and other conditions of services including fringe benefits of employees of Coal India Ltd 
are covered on recommendations of Wage Board for Coal Mining Industry which is known as NCWA. As per the long 
prevailing practice, drinking water facility is provided to Officers and others daily 2-4 times. The amount was paid as 
per the quantity of water supplied. The contractor was engaged for supply of water was paid the amount as per quantum 
of supply. 2 nd party denies that all those 48 workers were engaged by management. Management was making them 
payment. Rather it is contented that the claimants were engaged by the contractors, they were never engaged by 
management of SECL. The person employed in mine has to mark his attendance in Form B Regioster in the mine. 
There is no employer employee relationship. The appointment of claimants was not made as per the rules and 
regulations of CIL. The claim of claimants is violative of Article 16 of guarantee of employment to the citizens. It is 
reiterated that the workmen were not directly engaged by the management rather they were engaged by the 
contractors. There is no employer employee relationship. The claimants are not entitled for regularization. 
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4. I may also mention here that the 2 nd party management had submitted application for supplying better 
particulars. The particulars requested by 2 nd party were not furnished. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the demand of the Secretary, Koyla 

Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), Hasdeo Area that 
the Sub Area Manager, Ramnagar R.O.Sub 
Area of Hasdeo Area of SECL should take 
48 workers (Schedule annexed) engaged in 
the work of water carriers and other misc. 
civil works should be taken on the roll of 
management is legal and justified? 

1st party failed to adduce evidence, point could not 
be decided on merit. 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled 

to?” 

Workmen are not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

6. Present dispute pertains to the demand of Union for regularization of services of Lallan Tiwari and 47 others 
working as waterman supplying drinking water to the officers and employees in the colony. The claim of 1st party is 
opposed by 2 nd party filing detailed Written Statement. That 1st party Union did not participate in reference proceeding 
and adduce evidence in support of its demand. The evidence of 1st party Union is closed on 17-11-2014. 

7. 2 nd party management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri T.Samuel S/o Late Rathnaiah Sr.Personal Manager 
supporting contentions of management in Written Statement. 1st party remained absent and failed to cross examine the 
management’s witness. The evidence of management’s witness remained unchallenged. I donot find any reason to 
disbelieve his evidence. As 1st party Union failed to adduce evidence in support of their demand, the point could not be 
decided in merit. 

8. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) As 1st party failed t properly participate in the reference proceeding, the dispute could not be decided 
on merit. 

(2) Employees are not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

M fTOrft, 9 3TW, 2016 

TO.3TT. 1701.—aMfTOF fRTOT 3 tMwt, 1947 (1947 TO 14) Rlt TOT 17 ^ SFjTOM 4 TO5pR TOiR Rrfefc 
^F WTOR ^F TOF5 Pi4M<*>T 3TR 3TOF 4,4 cFkT ^F TOJPT sMfiFF froiT E TETOT sftertfiFF 

srfq^Fwam 'Rirmr, totji ^f w (tM tt. 21/2013 ) to ttoItot toI t wf ittoPt totot to 09.08.2016 to we 

^3TT TO 


ITT. TTT-12012/67/2012-3Tli3TR Csft-11)] 
Tpl TOTO, TOTO 3#[TOKt 


New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016 

S.O. 1701. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 09.08.2016. 


[No. L-12012/67/2012-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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3Pjftr 

ftftk nwn ftlftRcb ift ^ miAUc-Pi, qqg? 

ftt.ftt.31lfft. PU ft. 21 £2013 

TRU nTfel, ftctlfttq 3#qfe 

fefe ft. L-12012/67/2012- IR (B-II) fernm 05/03/2013 

Shri Deepak Kumar Garg, S/o. Shri Nar Singh Garg, 

H.No.153/18, Saydagar Mohalla, 

Diggi Bazar, Distt.- Ajmer. (Rajasthan) 

v/s 

Dy.General Manager, (Personnel Section), 

Syndicate Bank, Regional Office, Jaipur. 

Jaipur 

tnsft ft cW % : ftt it ftt. tgmi - nfepfe 
3 GH#qftnwft : fttftqqqftr - 
: fein : 

few : 29 . 04 . 2016 

1. fefem trur sfRi ftltilffe fftiK arfefem 1947 tftwio 3 M£iki 1 aft; ^f) ft nmftq fftfe 05/03/2013 ft mfe ft fen feu ft 
simp f n? jwi uufftfer differ 11 ftftftf trtf gm fer feu feud t 

2. ‘Whether the action of the management of Syndicate Bank, Kishangarh District Ajmer in terminating the 
services of Shri Deepak Kumar Garg w.e.f. 05/01/2012 is justified or legal ? What relief the workman is 
entitled to?’ 

3 . fefefe 3TTO fen ft Rft fe Uafe ft 3iq/TTTU fefeU: fefl fttqq? dj/TU qft qq qra[q t fe UTa-ff 
fe Rm,fftn fefftftn tft, ^thstt fftnmnn, femn snfen ft ffeifed 1.4.2010 fe smanf nffern ft nq nn 

aft | maff ft ffelft 1 . 4.2010 ft ffelft 5 . 1.2012 cEE cUlldK ftqnn fen fendfe ft qqft fftqT I 

4. 3 nft graft qq mfftnn ft nnnu 5 ft q>arq f fft Pft msTI■■ 1 u i ft graft ftt Rq iq> 17.3.2007 ftt ^n> 
qq ftgrqm TiTa-iiwK ftn, ffefqr 26 nrft 2007 fe fftfftftu fft, ^ttett w qngTu, snfen qmnnT wife 
maff qq qgftqq ftv>iq k qqgf nm, sruiftn ft an 1 

5. maff ft taj t|d k, qqft ft nth gnqqqft, qqfm nan qnaT-qnar uRmru qqqfem ft qqft ft snenn 
qn nnsTRqqn qqtftt ft maff qq th sRanftt qffeiu ft on qn qrn ffen 1 nqsmqqn ft nmq nns-iiofcK 
qftftt gm maff ftt ferffen ft>M ftt qnqqqftt ft Runffen ggq qftt Tjft nft at 1 

6 . R mq> 20.3.2010 ftt au<£u gq*arq>, [jurm Rd feunn, fftqnms ft maff ftt qq> qq ftv>iq>'< q^mi 
fftinft 3 ttuk nr maff fft?mqq w qfnn w gq^rqr ft graft qft fttffeq> rut ft maff ft qqft, 
qqfm qq srfftqqft ftt qnqqnft g q m ftt 1 giaff ftt nmpft ftsiRim fti j q d 1 ft hh-ei ft qnqqnft nan 
qqpq qq ffmn giaff qq ftm 7 ft qq-m t fe fftgffn ft Tnm ftt snrTaffmn fe niaff ftt ftarffen 
qftraT ftt uinq)ifl aft nt wnft qm ftt niaff ft 2 mnr nq? fttqftt wn ftft ft nm niaff ftt ftqT 
TnnfAi nmn, ffer ffem sftn srfer 11 ffenft 1.4.2010 fe maff fe sRanftt qffeu ftn, ffefe ft^sm 1 ft 
Rqfftu n n Rqi ffrnft ftqT fe fftfe 1.4.2010 ft 30.4.2010 ft fen ftt sfhr mfftqr ftnn 4060 ^> 1 . ftfftn 
an 1 nft q 1 $ non fen nqnq fftnun Hcdi smm ft fn qnmT wi niaff ft Rmqr 1 . 4.2010 fe qnftmn 
nn^n fftmi 

7 . ffe^T sJRT UTaft fe nq>— qq> q Ig qq fftrjRn TU Rqi Wild I TTT femft ffeftt TITaff qq ftnq qnift 

fe I 2011 ft niaff ftnq 5500 ^0. nfferm an Rin nn wt fen qq>M femm nfe qq ^nmn 

smm ft srfefem qnr ft ftn an maff ft fftmqn 2011 nqr nmmTn 523 fftq qqft fftm 1 

8 . Iftqfe ft maff fe nn> nn Rqffftn 15.9.2011 fe nnft q^n ferffen ftlmm feqift ft qfe ft 
nqfefenq nfm fenqq mqiq niaff ft smft qq fftmft 26.9.2011 ^rm fftnn Rnfemn ft qrqrq ft 

fttft ft qqrnn ffmft 5.1.2012 nqr rnaff ft qqft ftt q>nqmT fen Ruiqr 5.1.2012 fe qnn 6 qft niaff ftt 
ftqT nmTfer ft qnqfera qq fftn 1 qq ft qnar ffestmuT ft 2 ft snftn ftqi ^q?T: 9,778.27 qnrft (qq? 
w fe qtRm ft qqft ft) nan ft/mT ftq? 13,037.69 ^nrft (ftnftt ^snqnn ft qnqfera) ftnun fftqT an 1 
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FTsff 4FT '11 'HiIkT RT 3TT4FT 41ch>J gd l JF Ft W <lFlf4 flF?,!! J I u I SKI \3 rT) /klRlF) 4 31TS.TR FR 

Rdl4 1.4.2010 4 Rdl4 5.1.2012 dR FTpf FRFTFT W FT I FTS-ff 4 f^TsTt ■'I u l f 4 4FT >M-HIRcl 4 FR 4 
FTF Fg 41 FdTFT % uR FRTRT RTTSTTcFTR feTFT W FT Ft RTTSTTcRR FT441 3 FR-ff 4 4 fR FRl4 RFT 
RT FFTR FR f^TFT I 

9. ftdl4 9.1.2012 41 FTS-ff 4 f<lF41 4 FR FF uISM 44 g,F 4ldl 4 r 4tcTT f44 Tift filFSflFR f4 
f4FTR 10.1.2012 Rl FTFT Ft f4 FFtf4 f4FSft 4r 4 4FT Pi f4T 4 Fg W RRT 4 #fcl f4FT gFTT 4 
1% fuRT 3RFRft F>4 fi4 4 180 Pid FT 240 PtF eTFRTR pTFf4d RoM Ft 3)4"fl 4fTF 4t 4 FF RFRft 414 
FF gFTFR 4t FTTFT t I 

10. ftFSftFR FTR FTS-ff FF RRpflFTRR FTP! FTR4 Ft WFTR FTS-ff 41 Ft FT FTFlf^T FR RS-TRft Ft4ft 4 
4 RTF 4 pTFF FF SFJRRR FRFT FTR/! SIT 4t f 41 f4FT FFT t $Rlfel*) 4FT RTFTpd 4 3T<lFdT 3ftF R,f4 
F>t f 4 4 I FTS-ff 4 528 f4d eTFTRR PlFRTcl FFT 4 FTpf f4FT t $Rlfel*1 FF RS-TRft Ft F.FF 4 dS-TT vRTFff 
RIFT FTFTPcT 4 FRT 25-FR FF SRJFTefF FF ftFF 4 FcTF FTFTFT feTFT t I ftFSftFR 4 FTS-ff 41 4 fT 
RTFTpd 4 ^4 f44 RTF F41 41 4 34r RJFFT^ FF 3TFFR f 41 f^FT 4 FFT FTRpTR -FTF 4 Rifl'd 4 
Pr><S 3TFTFR 3t4f FFT 4 4FT FTFTFT FR 41 4 RTt f4f4 f^RT^ 4t4 4 FFF*F FJjF F pRFFRft 4 I FTsff 
F>t 4FT FTFTPF 4 Pda-fldF 4 3lt4ff4R PlFTF 3TfstrpTFF 1947 4 FIPIFm! FF FTFTftF Ftf4FIF ^ 
3TF/^F 14 F 16 ^T FecTFF ftPF t I 

11. FTsff 4 f^FTFT 5.1.2012 ^t FtFT FTFTf^F ^4 3TT4FT ^4 ^«T FtFR ETTFT 10,11, F 12 3fhe4f4FT f^FTF 
3TfsTf4FF 1947 Ft 3 Pf4f FF 3TPJFF <4^41f / FTFTFT SrfsTFF^t Ft FTF5T 3TT4FF FFTJF 41 3ftF ftFSftFTF 
FTFT FTFR f^FTFT 22.2.2012 4t TJFtJF f^FT FFT I FRTF 4 f4f)^ FTFT^FRTFR f^FTFT 19.4.2012 FFF.F 
f4FT| FTFlftFT STf^RF^t 4 FTFST FTFff 3TFTFRT 4t4 4 FR 3TFTFRT FTcff f44t4 FTFTFT STf^RF^t 4 STF 
F^TTFTF F4 4f4cT 41 RtlFl4 3TTETR FF ?TF F^TTFTF FTFT 4f4cT f4lR RTFTf^RRTF 4 FTFST FT41 4 FFF.F 
f4FT t I 

12 . ft41 4 frIft 41 t f4 ^4 ft FTFTftr ff 3tt4ft f^FfFr 5 . 1.2012 4r-ff^41 fH4ct fr fff FTaff 
4t F&TPft Ft4ft4 FTf4 FTFFF 4fF 18 FfcTFTcT RTFT 4 FTRT ^FFf F.FRFT FT%F ftcTFTFT RTF I 

13 . ftfIfr ff^f fr (4941 f u i ski ftI^ff 4 ffff 1 , 2 , 3,4 34f 5 4 ftff^et 4 fftt fft ^ f4 
Rff4 ^4 FFFPRf 4t4 4 FFFR RFR RT FtFFTR Fiff t I FFFF 3 4 FTR^T 4 3lRlRFd FTRF 4 FTgT 
fft t f4 sRarpft f^ffI 41 3tr4f 41 fj41 fft4 4 ff4ff f1 fIrfr fffIrf 3rt4f f4 fr 

FfF FF f^FT FFT FT FTf4 Fj41 4d, aPFTf^Fl FF FFF f4FT RT FT4 FFT STTFFFFFTTJFTR Rl>d 4 4 

f4R<s ff41 Pi^f4d 41 rt r4 i ftfIff 4 fttf ftfffr rf,chh4> i 4f4 rt ff^^st t [4 if4 ftfft 
FR pFF FTdf FF Feei<sl FT I 3TT4 FF Feci FT 1? f4 FTS-ff 4tFR ^FR f 4 4 3TFFT FTF RtRFR FFFfRF 
4 FFftFRF FFFT 30941/99 / 96 4 3p4FcT 4fR FF41 R4FT Fc4H R«F9ff 4 RF 4 f41rF FRT 
RFT FT 3ttR $41 3TTFR FTsfl RT FTF RtRFR FFFfRF SRI Fit Rid (4fi FFT FT I (4MIR FRT RtRFR 
FFFfeTF 41 f4RTf4?T 4 3TTFR FF 4r 4 FT^ff 4t RT5TTFRR 4^ f^FTR 17.3.2007 4 FR FRT FIHpdd 
(4 fi FT I FTSTTrRR 4^ 4Rid FR FR2j4*F RFFT 1 34r 41fR FTFR f4 41 RtRFR FFFfRF 4 FuflFF 
4d, FRJR 3TT4FF FTFt4r 2 4 RF 4 FTFtRR 4 RTF F ePF 4 I 

14. FTsff 41 FTRtFF 4 FFR 6 4 FRFT 4 FF FRT FFT 4 f4 TTFR 6 4 fR4r R9F 4FR R<r 4 
RRRF 4t4 41 FF cTR RflRR 4 I FRR 6 4 f^RF FtclRFd RFF 4 FF FRT FFT 4 f4 R«TT9ff Rf41 
3TT4FF 4 r1 TJFFT FTO^cT FRcTT 4 RTft 3TTFR FF RTFIcRR feTFT RTcTT 4 I 3PFT9-ff FRT 3TF41 3TT4FF 4 
FF^cT FJFFT vTFl41 cFf>d J ld RTFFRft 4 4f4t 4 3ftF RFt4 3t 4«TT 4t RTcft 4 f4 FF f 41-R41 TfjFFT 
FTTJcT r4 FRcI TRTRT r 14 FRd FFTFT FT 4t I F^ FTFet 4 RF4 4 RTSTTrRR 4 4tRF 3T>FT9ff 4 
vrt 41 ftsrPFR f1 t frt 4 ft4 4 f4 RtI 4 ^wdiw fr4 f4 f44 rrrt f 41 sff i 3 tt4 ff Feei<si 4 f4 

FT'iff 4 RtRFR FFFfRF 4 4t F^ TJFFT 4 3TF41 ftsrPFR Fl T FdT R5TT 10 FRT R, tel I $ 3fiR FFcF T y4 R9F 
ftsFT4 4 I FTafl 4 FFftFF 4 F4t4lRRF 4 RFF 4t 3TF41 TRFcR ftTRT 41 RTFFFft RtRFR FFFfRF r1 
f 41 4t 4 I vTFR R9 f 1 4 FF FFflfcT 4tRT 4 f4 RtRFR FTFT FR4 4 FFF FRF 4 41 FTsff 4 I4FFRT 
FF f4FT 4 I FRR 7, 18,19 F 20 4 TIFF 4 FTFT FFT 4 f4 Rrt 4 RTFf^TR 4f4 4 FTTRF RRR RT 
FfFdTR F41 4 I FRR 21 4 RTF 4 FTgT FFT 4 f4 FTR|F FR 3TT£-llRd 414 4 FTTRF RcxR RT 4t?RTFT 
d41 4 I FRdR 17 4 TTRF 4 FTgT FFT 4 f4 f^FTF 4^ R’Ff^RT d41 4t4 4 RTRF vT«R RT Fg FtgdTFT 
d41 4 I FRdR 8,9,11,12,13,14,15 34r 16 4 RFF*R 4 FTgT FFT 4 f4 f«RT FRR Fp4d 4 r41rR d41 4 I 
3)fdRFd RFF 4 Fg FTgT FFT 4 f4 Rf41 d^F Fg 4 f4 4 r 4 4stP 4R Fl T FdT f?5FT4 4 RFF-R 4 

f^FTR 15.9.2011 4 FR (RTF7j4f 1- 8) FRT FTaff 4 RFRflRRR FfFT FT, gR RRRF 4 FT?41 RT Fg RFF 

rt41 f 41 4 f4 4 r 4 ft?41 rt rr4rrr r4rr fr feiFT ft, \f4 ft 41 3ft4tf4R f4iTF 3if4f4FF 1947 
4 4t f4 fRftft 4 ff,rtr fttffr 41 441 4 ftrt 4 gRrf44 44 ftf4 4 ftt4ft41 ftr4 rff fr 

f4Fff4d Ff4FT RT FTRF FRFT FRdT 4, dFF,RTR fR 4 3ft4tf4R ftFTF 3lf4f4FF 1947 4 FTf^FTF Rl 
elMj^ FTR4 41 Ff4FT FJRo F?t 4 I 4 r FRT FR-ff f 4 FlfcTR F?t 3TFf4 4 FSei FR FTg FF 4dF 4FR dFT 





3814 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 13, 2016/ SRAVANA 22, 1938 [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


fefft mT ^STEEiTT ffm? ffnfft mn fft # I TTT^ff fft ffnfft vRlfft muf Pl^Kd ff fefft mfft ff <bK u l nfft 
fft "fe, ATARIG nEmpETH 9 A ff feff 3 lff 1 ffTH ffmPim ffl J 4 d I ff vTEnnn fffnPim ffUnHT mnff ff mK u l 

TTU-ff mi HPT Sinanfft nfeff fft njfft ff mnHT fff fft ftfc! fftn TTT 45 T 7 ff fen Pfem ff fe)4j t I ffm 
SET maff ff nnfe ff fftfftfffm fern SlPrPmn 1947 ff fefft rnffann mT deel'EM fet fen w t nan 
hrt 25 nm ^ tes ws fen w 1 1 mnnfffmnT maff nan ff ^jff nrn ff simon an fe 

nmff nem njnm fft t sfk nmmn mt fernm 1 1 

15. maff ff 10 fft mOT dotW mnff ff 419 TfuFTTE mmf eUf ff 3nRT ffvjfl<tN u l 4E4T4T fffen ffnftmT 
mT nfftfftmn 11 ! mnic) nnm nmff nfemn rnmfem mt m? ^rt nfft fft 1% nmff 12 fff msn mm mn eft 

11 

16. mPrmT ff nnnn 10 ff fe^ maff mt fenm 15.9.2011 mi mi ffnn nm fftn maff set mi mi 
mmm ffff ff nan mt nfflmm fen w 1 1 srfcifen mm ff nn tu w t % Pmffe ff fem nfemn 
nt n^nnT fffem nfemn nnfet ff mm maff smanfft nffernt fft njfft nTTfer fftff nan muff fffnfer mff 
nt srrnn nt w mm ffm fft Pnffnpft nfft' t % srnamfft nffern fft ntm mt PraPm mff 1 ffm ff 
m nan nt « ^mr fen t % maff fftnm mm nff snfft miff ff ffm ff eirt 25 nm stfertPim 
fern srfePran m n,nonnfer fen 1 1 nmfenn ff nnnn 11 ff nn tu w t % maff nff nfeft miff 
mm fffufRd nfffm m mem fem j ini ff nan 3 Tferffffm ifem srfePmn ff nifenint ff smnfn 
mffmffr fft mft ff 1 maff ff fffffm fftmm fenff ff Enmu ff Tmfflmm nff nfn mrnfer mm ff 
fff^mff ff 3 m,nm ff fen w ff 1 

17. snff mfftnR ff nn mm w ff fff maff m mm ifei mmfem ff fffem miff 3 fk srjeimm 

I ff mfffft nfft maff fft nt T nm ff 3 nam m fem nrn an 1 mt T m ff fen? ferffei fftfffm nlmai ff 

nrnnr ff fffm fftmm mmff ff nnm maff mt nn m nff mff ff fe srmn fft mm 1 1 maff m mn 
nn m? mm mm fff fft fftfff ffk mw ff fen ffff fft m necffm fftm, am: rnn ff ?mnr t fff 

fff ff fftf srf ei, mem maim mnp ff fff^ nmf fem 1 

is. m? fft mn mm f fff maff Tanft mffmff mft f, Tanft mffmffnf mi ffm aiff 

maff m eiMj^ nfft fftfft 1 Tanft mffmffmt nr ffm aioT mi neffmr fffffm mnnf sffi ffmfm 
mnfftnf ff nfffn t fft maff mi eir^ nfft 1 1 fftfftfffm fem mffffffmr ff ffnfft ff nrnff ff fffn nfffm 
nn mem mfft nn fftf mferm nfft t sm: maff ff nmff ff fffn mfft nn au nmm mfft fftm fe fft 
fff ff ffffftfffm fem siffffffnn fft amn 25 ff mfeimt fft eir^ nfe ff nnff maff ff mnfffem nfm 
mm an, nmK fm ski maff ff ff«itg nnffmfft fffnrnm,nni fft mfft 1 fm ski hwk fft mim ff fft 
ferffe mfft fffnmf i?ff Iff Pm fff m mem fen mm 1 1 

19. mfffm ff n^nr 17 ff rnm-Ei ff mm mm f fff ^mff mfffn nan ffmrn ff mmfffm m^t f, sm: 
nmrn fft smmnmnT n^t t fftn n^nr 21 ff rnm^r ff mm mm t fff mnjfft nan ff rnmfffm fftff ff 
i>k u i nmm fft 3 im?nmnT m^t f 1 n^nr 18,19 siffi 20 ff rnm-Ei ff mm mm f fff ffmiff 4 \ r 3 nEnffn 
mtff ff rnmn nmm fft simmmnT fet t sffn n^nr 22 ff mm*ET ff mm mm t fff mfft srjntn mff mi 
nrnnR nfft t nan mffen mnn mofer fftff nffn 1 1 

20. mmgemmR ff mffen ff nTn,n nant fft ^mnnPn fft mft t fftn mm mm t fff fe?,fl fff fft 

TjTsn mum ski Plffn TRmjeR mmm 034—2006— ft.fft.—mn.smi.^t. Appointment of Temporary Employees in 
Sub staff Cadre mt fenff 24.6.2006 mt nnft t muff nn fffffn fet t fff sRanfft nfemm ff ff 
maff fft fffffm nUnrn mn fftfft, fffft ffarfci ff mn fffrfft ff <Enrt«i ff fffffm nf T nm mi neffm nfft 
t nt maff set 2 me! fft ffm ^ff mnff ff nm mnfft ffm mmPn mf et fe mem 11 

21 . mfft fft nnm ff njft ff mar 66 srfffffm mtntnfff ff nm ff nfen t fft Ex-w/t eimmn Ex-w/66 

I I mfe> srfcrfen fftn srfffffm fenm 8.12.15 mt mn,n 1 1 

22. fefftmm fft nnm ff mnn fmt ff mt mntfffn mmn rnmn fen mmein mi mi 
fenfen 8.9.2004 nnn[n f fffmff fmt ff P^fei ff nnnfffm fffffm ntmm mi snjnrc 11 ! rnnff Prfm 
si fff a f nn nn ffefm ^fft ffe 5 fenm 19.9.2001 ff ffefm ff 3 rn,mn ff f 1 

23. srmffn fffff ff ffe ^ nmnfn smanfft mfeff fft ^ft ffnm mnff ff rnnffmi ff fm set 
spmfafmf ff mmr ffn, ffnmri rnmfein, smrffn mt fefft f m ff mm mr ffnn an mfe nrmnmnT mgff 
m fffemt ff ff n)«s mfeff fft Prefer fft nn mff 1 mm mi ff mar rnmn mm^Eft ^jnm fft ffnrni 
mmfein mt ffnff mfft aft 1 fm fft nnm ff nmn nnn,n 3 ifffffnn femfen 8.9.2004 ff ffms nrft fft nnm 
ff nmffemTei mfffft fft fen ffn^fcinf mt mnn mimm ff nffem mn fem nnfft njfft fenfen 21.10.11 
nnn,n f 1 nn njfft mmnn fmt ff n^gnft mt nnftfffn mn nrnff 3 iffm fft nfft f ffnn.fcint mi mrnff'?! mn 
hr plan ffmn fem mm nan ffmn hr plan fft nmn,Pr 31.12.11 nm smff smff fmt ff ntff snm 
nmfennf ff mnfet mm 1 mfe snm nmfmmff fft ffnn.Pr ff nnmpEm mfe njrnm mfft nm ff nfft nnn,n 
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fa t I fq? fa TRqi fa qRJcT ftdlffad 8.9.2004 fa qq fa oPdfa fa faffaqi ^ft^rcTT “A pass in eight 
standard or it’s equivalent but the candidate should not have passed 10+2 exam or it’s equivalent” t? I qfa 0?,! gKl 
21.10.11 fa TO! fa q+dlPld faPddl, “minimum qualification for.sub staff to be X Standard pass” if I 

24 . qfa qST fa dW fa Rifat fa faqqi q>RR fa mar-qq RTSd fa q+d/l t Pldfal qffaqfafa ffa«T 

gRT fa qfa t I ffafaqR fa TRqi fa fa 3 iqfa?T pMlfa. ^RR qq+qq fa q+TTfa Slffaqqfa, RlRdT f'fRRPTS 

fa mar qq RTT 5 R fa q+qq t faqfa qffaqfasq qrfar qsi gm fa qfa 1 1 

25. fafa Rlfa fa fRh fa daq ffafaqR fa URL fa ffaTR RffaffaffaqR fa qg+1 RJ^fl daq 

qdNeTl qq nro meflqH ffaq i qrfa qsr fa dw fa PH Pad qqq fa q^d fa qfa 11 ffarer fa 

feiPsid qqq qfa' q^jd fa 11 

26. qrfa qsr fa dw fa PimPHRsm ffafaqi ^ruri q^d ffat qfa t : - 

(1) 2014 LAB. I. C. 4193 (qqf^q RPIRLl) ell$9> ^qqffa'RT qqqqfam 3lfqi fa^gRT fa 3PR 

qqiq ffafafRRq ffaq 

(2) 2014 LAB. I. C. 2822 (<hdfd<h R qidleLl) twlf fafffaqi ffafa LLRfa wft 

ffaffa«i fawk fa spr qqrq qq. fafffa fa spr 

(3) 2014 LAB. I. C. 2643 (faNq ^RTRIeiq), q;qfa?T RRTR ffafa ...SPftpqaff, qqiq faqfa 
ffaglefa ^ngfafa ffaffafag....qrRaff 

(4) 2014 LAB. I. C. 4266 (faNq -did I eld) REJ^flR ffafa RdTR «HW ^uR, gffalRq fafapl, 
ffafaR 

27. ffaqsr fa dw fa qfa^ ffaffaqi ^rpr qfa' q^d,d 1 1 

28. qiaff fa ffagu srffaqqdT fa to fa qqq fa qfa fa qq PHffaid qqq fa fa Refaqr fa fa qiaff fa 

sr+aqfa qfaR fa qq qq Prqffai fad, qna-iivhK +1 ffa qi or faqffaq 17.3.2007 urt ^RTqT rrt aq qq 
B'H<hi qqq ^sit an i w ^ft qm t fa Rqfat fa^far #q, qq faqffaq 20.3.10 w aq qsq fa^far 
1.4.10 q^I 3RaTpfr qfaqq ^ qq qq aft qq 5.1.12 qqj qqr^ dhidK qq4 faqn qq qsqr t fa 

qqsqqqqq ^ qtfaq^ ql j qd 1 hh+i qqq q^T 11 j l) ai qq fa^far qrqq qiaff ql qq^of qtfaq^ 
q^ddi qq qqqq qq faqT qqT qaq vi+i st^tq qqqftqq +faT qqT aq | qqqi ^ qq viedfcl fft ^ fa vUt-1 
fagfar qq faqffad 1.4.2010 ^ qff 3iqfa 31.4.10 d<t> q> faq afti 

3TRt qqqi 4 qq q?T qqT ^ fa d+i 3)941 qTfaq? qVddl 15914 HH+1 4 q t T K 4fa'>! u T qq+jci qR4 

fq? qq qq? qq faqffaq 15.9.2011 qq+r ^sq faqrqq rrr qiaff ^4 faqfa 26.9.11 q54 faq cqqqqqr 

faqfa 5.1.12 q?4 ^qT qinTfar qq qqt qq faqi 3Rqqqi qq qfr qiffa qiaff qqqq ?4 qqn 
qiaff ^4 ifqi qqqfai ^ 3 it4^t q?f qefd qqq4 qf siteir q?if7f t faq4 qqt stteir qq fa t fa qqa-iiohK 
^ qqq vsq+i ql j qd 1 qqqfaid q?q fa qfa q^4 af qq ^qei qisq 10 ^t qqqq qq fa faqr 

qqn 

29 . farer ^ qfafafa ^4 qqqr fa t fa qiaff ^4 qfa qaq fa ^qpqq faqfa ^iRiei fa 1 

qqqq qqT34 fafaq fam qqT, srfa rir qfarqqiqq? q toi fafaffaq faqiq srfafaqq fa qifaqfa qq 

9ienq>>! q4faq fa qqfa ^qq qq qqqqqq fa srqiqfa qR qqmT qqi 1 1 w q?q fa fa qfa t fa qiaff 
^4 faffah q^qqT »qfa qq qqfa famR qqqfeiq fa qfaqRR fa qfafafaRT fa qqq fa faqT 11 qq fa 
farer fa iRqi fa qm qqT t fa faqr fa qffaffad fafa fa qqq qiaff qqq ^uqfaffaqq faffaq qqqq 
qq qqT qRqi sflx eiqqq fa qiei fa faqi qR faqr qiaff urt qiffaq fa qfa faffa ffao^g fa^far fa 
ffafaqqq qfa qqT qqqfll qq qqq fa fa qfa t faqT fa qifa ^RT qarqqRR qfa qq ffafaqqq t qaq 
qiaff fa sq4qq Rnffan fafa fa T q 1 1 

30. qqqqqi fa srffaqqfa fa ffaq q,^ q?q ffaiRR td, baih fafa t ;- 

1. qqT qiaff fa qqq qffaqi fa 3 iqfa faffaq fa T qdT ^qqqq qqq tnffaei ffaqT 1 1 

2. qqr qiaff fa ffai?,i qqq faqpjffar qq sqfaqr qffaq qq ffaffa faqq fa 1 

31. Rfa cBP qaR ffa^ fa ffaqqqqq ^ q^q f qqqqsi fa srffaqqqf fa qq qqffai fa ffa 3 Raqfa 
qffalfa fa qqqq StfaR fa ffaq ^ff faqR qRfa (panel) fa qqfa fa tfa faeRR aq fafa Tjfal fa ffafarqf 
fa ffao^g 3 qq?qqidT 5 qR Pi q, (fad fa RT qfa I ^Rlfa fel 4 faqi fa fav >)9 R qqqfeiq fa R+q^er fa qfq 
qq faqq sitq qfq qq fa +qq qiqifafqf fa qf^qqT fa IjqqT faf fafa| qfa fa faqiq qtqR qfa fa faf 
3 iqqi qfaqq qq 1996 fa qfavq j ir qqqfeiq fa ^qqiqi aq ffaqfa qfaqq fa<sqi 30941/99/96 f«Rifa 
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ftftEE ntmdT 'TSTT 10 MTTT sffftd nREft aft | mnETftt nr mftt ^RT TTT^cT SrPTcft^sT Ex-w/42 nftftFT TTHEn 
Td ft mj wIlR-T t? 1% TFT 99, 2002, 2005, 2008 TTan 2011 ft Mlftl ft nftftTH n>T • r 1 <ftftl<H 8 u l ftt nTmTOT 
Sift Slfftm nTT Srfftd ftftEE nftnHT n>THT 10 mTT ftt TjndT ft ftf^ nftnftd Srfftd <tRPTT nnT t 
nmfft Mlftl ft ^5TT 12 ftt nftm TFT 2000 ft vSafftf ftt 1? sttr «tn> gITI RT^T MR TFT 2007 ft Ttwl J lK 
TTFrfeET ftvin 4 1>*11 ft | maff ft nftftET n5TOf EFT ft IpmrfttftEjn MITT ftt Tjndl Slfftd H ftt Mlft nn SRlft 

FF^ftETTT ft ftt ^TTR nTTfnT ft nTlft TFnfftm fftEEn nn 3T?T PlHcld ft, ". ftft SRFft STTnftf nTSTT 

MITT nrrft ft n?HET ft ft! ft SEnftr ft fftftt n;nnnt MT nnft nrrft ft mar—mar ftT ftft SRFft Tdft fftlfellft 
ftt STTft nSTOT an ftft-efft TFFI Pl<Eddl W fftr ftft TFT 2000 ft ^E5TT wf TRT ftt aft | nTmft nrsn 
W nnftt ft HmTcT ftT ft fftftt nt<ERnt ftT dcHl^i ft YETT ft nETT neE nnT an n fftftt nnft nnftf cFT 
nnT an fttr ht ftr n,ft ftftr nmEEftt aft fft smftr fftnftm fftsn ftm ft ^t fftrft <ek u n«i mn nrr ftft ft 
’wn ftt ftm ft ftftr n^ fftan ftt ftt ftwirr nnnf em ft nfttnm nnft ft nft nrmFft sterjee ftft 
aft | ddRHId ftftWcT nnft ft TTfttTsT nftnfftcT nREFt nn nnft ftft HT ft TTHTnt ITTTT fftnT HTTdT an | SET: 

^jET^n nnmit, nfftfftarfcrft n smfftsEn ft <ek u i ft ftft ht ft nnft srtr ht ft sttht tee SRFft 
nrmft nn,n mitt ftt fttsiPFE nNnrnr ftnTmr nnnfcm ft nnftnM <Eift ft nsf nft <etmi teet i" 

32. mft fil'd HM-I ft ntTFT ftfitmT nt T Mdl FMlftl nft $TT<Rl 'jTM'EI'TI ftft HT fftTST ft Mlft ftt 
nnm Tinft ftfftrr nrTft ftt ft fftrnnn t :- 

ftM<E 

vFT M6I nnaEE, 

<e i fftnr 3Ejn mi, 
ftftn <Einfein, 
nmn.T 

ftnrft 

ft ftiEE nmTT nft, sTranft ftftr, ^teett fftnre 

o ' 

Tfnft Tf./ Ref. No. 773/ROJ/PS/US/2011 fftEE 15.9.2011 

fftn : mm ft5-1 Rice ft j nd 1 nft R&mmi 

snnft seett ftft nn sEjn^r-ii ft nrrjn TjnnT ft nn nfttn ftnT t fft smr 12 nran nft 2000 ft ftt 
mm nrr ^ft at nmfft street nft 2006 ft nrEft ft stthtt nr ^sn an 1 srranftt nfftnr ft^ srfftnmn 
srftfftcT ftsiRicE nt T nm 10 ft fti smrft rWiK ftm ft nft 2002, 2005, 2008 nan 2011 ft nft<ET u i 
nrmTft nr ftt nnn mm ftsrfftnr nt T nm ftt nft nftt mm i set: nn mm ftm ft fft srranft nfftnr ft 
ftner ft marioEK ft rmn srmft nrrft nr?n nmfnT, nrnfft srm nrr mi 12 ft nran nmftft nrr n,ft at 1 

nnd ftt nnftnnr rmft <EmT ?rr im ftsrfftnr ntmm ft nft ft spett rmft^Emr ft 1 nrmT street 

snr ^rr nm ftt mfftr ft 7 ft sfnr nft nr^n nft n ntn nft street rmr mm n ntft nr nnn naft 
ftt rrft nrnft n,n nn^mr nnftnrft nrr 'jnnft 1 

nnftn 

nrnTsrr spmftn 

nn nrn nft^EE dy general manager 

33 . mft sfin fftnn ftt nnmT nnTsrt ntfftrr nn nmm fftnffftn 26 . 9.2011 fftmncT t ;- 
ftmft, 

fttnm vi m niii m nmn) mftnn, 
nrTfftnr sEjnm, atfttn nnnfcFi, 
nm^r 1 

£fm - YTTTsn mFfcEE, fft^FFTn YTTTsn 1 
fftrn ; mm ftsrfftnr nft n d 1 ft nft ft 1 
ftnft ft. /Ref. No. 773/ROJ/PS/US/2011 


nntnn. 
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vl'KWu ftqft ft Rm PlYnn t fR :- 

1. ft qm qYYq q >HiaiK u l qfYqR qn aqfRn Rj RR mqftY mreRY mmT ^TRT qmft R ft RY ft 

mmftq ft fftnfY qqnftf qq qnft qmft ft qnar—qnar Rl ftft mnftY qniR fft?mR mY 3 TTft qnraT an 
aftY-afYY Piq^ddi qqT fftq ftft qm 2000 ft man mqnRY nra RY aft 1 qiqnRY mm qnn qmft 
ft qqqm Rr ft fftnfr ntq^RqY RY nmm ft mnq ft qmq nmT w an q fftnfr qnft qmft m w 
an mfq m RY qft RftY mmqnYY aft fft smftY Pmfftd fftm RYn ft RY fftftY wtot nm mq ftft 
ft mm id RY RYn ft ftftY qft fftan mY RY ftmmrq mTqfnrq 4 ' RftYmn mnR ft qqf qmqnfY 
nnqqqm nYRY afti d<q:mid qnfrmn mnR ft diYlti qfYnfftn mqnnY qn qnft RY am ft qmqqY 
5M fftqT qnm an 1 3 in: ^ftT qmqn qnrnftf. qfYfYarfftqY q rnnfftmnT ft qnqm ^ qr Yf 
qnft mfq m RY anm nm mqftY qiqgftY m«n qim RY ftmfftm ftftqnT ftmnTq mTqfnrq ft ftftYmn 
mnR ft qqf nRY qmqT mqn 1 

2. fYrfeftn Rm rnnsn mrnftq ft £im qm qq qnn qmT ftroft qft fftnim 26.3.2007 mY qna-iionK ft 
(cm qd mt w 1 vm ft-i ft ? 11 tei 1 4 mRY qm ft siP> 1 <n ftY T qnT ft qnmftam nqmftmY ft mar 
w ft nqfYam am Rm ft qnsnnqnq ft mftiqnRqf qm qmft rY ^fl to q ^ qmfmY 
qY qrY 4 tjiejt qqi 1 mi mfl n^nY q qmfcqY m snnft qnqqmfl qY sr^mq qRY—qRY mxR 
RR 1 q,^rq^ ^ft qqnRqr npY nq mi mYY qqnRqft q>Y ^ ski qrm q^yi Rm w an 1 Rrq 
eFrnq 3 w mncT mqqi nqqqq? qn ^ w Rln sum sftq qnf fq? ^ snqR simfr qlqR ^ 
qn 3 iR?t Rm ark w nq^nq? qm q^iYl q>» qmRmY n\ r nm, mn, mm diYltei q nR^m 
mqq rnRm mmTqR ^ gqdisrq qRqni nq 3itq ■511^ qnn w R> srm mnf qmY smr^ qn?f ^ 
mianq nq q mnR mm qqnRmY qY mianq qq ?q R nqqm nnR mq mRqnRqY mY rnnRY 
RnYqf Rm q^^Y 1 ?tm nqmm qm qmqY qY RnY nrn qmf mqqim nrn Rm q,^ qmi w R 
mq nqRY Rqft R mqm ^ qnn rnnR qnf tR qq RgRm nm Rmqi Rm rnRm 1 

mm: qRY mmidY q nRRarRqY R mnim R manonm R qnm qqRY mm R n?Tf mm an 
qqYR msnnqnq R qnm qR qq to mar ^Y nR aY 3 itq srqq msmmiq R qrqq ^ Rm qR 
nq q ?nY qn mnq nY qn R RqqY q mmnqnq R qnnqqm R mqmm nR nYm 1 qqi mmn 
mq ^Yqi rnmninq ^sn nqnY qqnft mm R qnf aft 1 aYRfq mmimn, mqqq mm RR qq nn 
Tf qm qq mY RsiRim nYmm RnnY mi mY snqYq mqrm w t ^ nn rnnYRY mY qqf 
fmqqnfr/qnqRmT q ^ qqf qimiYn R mianq qq Rm nqnq R Rmanq q mqmq qnRn qm qm 
Cl 

(1) RrRqR fm w Rmmqn ql Rmm 20.3.2010 mY RrRm qq mm n,mT RrqnY qnl nrni 
Rmmqn ^ mqarRY nfYnq qq qq qmfmq nmn qnnY mi rnRm mm ^sn ^R Rmm 1.4.2010 mY 
Rmmqn w R mrRarR Rqm qqmq nmn Rnn q w qmmm mm qmqY qtfRm mR Ym 
mq.qmr q qnq°f RmRim qY T qm q RY qnR qY qR qoR R qrY R qnn qm nan qnar qnar RY 
mR qR qmq qq 1 Rm-Rm qqdi^mY RY qRrRrfRm mRY, RY mm w qqmm mY R RY qR 
aft 1 m 1 tei 1 qnmrn mm sYRYq qnqfmq mY ^n mR mnY qY q RYY qnqR YtsiRim qY T qm R mY 
R RY mqqn mm Rm qm an q qnar-qnar Rqi mfYim Rqmn RkhR R RYY 12 YY mm RY 
YtsTpqm qRqm, RY mR Rqm q Rnn qR m?Tfm id 1 an 1 nq qm R snn R sYRR miqfmq mY 
Rm Rm mmT an 1 

(2) aYRR qnqfmq R mRrqnfYqY R mm RY qnR qmn qmR R mqqq 3 nm qqmn RY rnnsn 
qq*aim qY RYY maq nnn YtmRim RYmm mY R RR qm 2000 R nnn RY aft R mY ft qjJdiii 
RY qR q RYY qraq YtmRrm RYmm qR qnf qmR R Rrq viqiRY qm nRfenft RrqrmY R> qnmRn 
mqR q qnar-qnar RY mnsn nnmm R q RY nqmanq mmnmq Rnfm 3.8.2010 mY aYRYq 
qnqfmq, mqqq RqmR qR aft 1 

(3) RYY qmq nnn RterRrm qY^qm qft nRferR sYRYq qnqfmq, mqqq ft Rqmq mnY R nmqqm 
Rf aYRYq qnqfmq, mqqq ft RY fftnft qft qq qm qm qnn qsn an fftqrqn qm mnfm m.ft.mT.m. 
/ 8306 /m.m./ 44 /io an 1 ^qr qm ft qmft mrnftq ft qmq mnft ftqrR RR RY qmnfft mRY qR 
mfq mnf fRmmn R mianq qq RYY ftmmY mY fftqfftn qmft mT neftmr an fftft RR 23.10.2010 
mY RY mm mrnftq q mrnftq ft qmq fRftY RY nrai ft qfYqq R qq qq mnf qmft RY qft qmnfft 
ft RY nR aft 1 

3. RY mTten qqmm ski qmq qmq qq mftm ms R mm R Rm mfftm fftqqm fftqrR fR qm 2000 ft 
12 RY qrm mm, RY qnR fftmn q Rnn mY qmfm mmT qmi qn fftqmn RRYq qnqfmq, mqqq mY 
qmq qmq qq ftmr mini qm 1 tim wnm mm fftnfm 9.4.2011 mY Rm R Rm 1 qft mT ftqiqnm 
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Tjft aY ATTft ftY RJAAT daTT RTiaT REST A^AA ftw fftRlft fft ftft ATRT ^jft Aft ft 365 fftft dAT tft 
ATf RYATft ftf Alf 9ft I AlfftE RiciRui sYftfd AAAfRTA. uldH,'! Aft ftAA AAT an | 

4. Rdlft 1.4.2010 ft fftEdR A 3TTAT REE ftft AAft, Algftl ft Afft ftRT ftt <AdSK A ftft ftATAATft ft 
AARA ftf fftnft 11.8.2011 ftl TTPsTT AA^EEE ft JRI ftftfA AnAfeTA, ATAJJR Aft TpE rjn ftnn Tpn 
fftRTft AR? 3EJREET A ftft AR? RHI-IatY Aft nfftferfftAT aft | R>|Rl ft AA SEjftaT fftlAT AAT an fft 
ftfAAT ARTR ft! AfftAR ft AA AR ^TTRsTT fft^TAAA ft Ranf fftijfftd ftY ATTft | 

5. fftlR ddRdld fftnft 20.9.2011 Aft A,ft AA Ad A Ed A.3TT fftnft ftftftl AlTAfeTA, ATAJJR JRI ftft 

ftsrfftAi A'UAdT ft! fY?ATft ft RnAfftid sttrYa jpr aa rar aa i aiY fft rt^Y AftY 11 

3Td: 3TTA RlftY 3rRl <E I (ft ft ft ftRT AA SEjftar ft fft A^lft RnSTEAHR ft RTAA ftft vRd THAI fttmfftAI 
ftftddl ft ATft ft R>ld RTTSII r<E IR Slfft^TfftlY ft SRI RTAAd ft ftft vRd THAT fttsiP>I <E dl J d d I ft 
ATft ft jpift RTEEElft THAT ARft ft Tift Rjfft Af A"ft aff vRTftt RETT Tjft Aft' ft ATlft AdYfft STAR 
ftft AA ft fftftf ft AAAR ft THAT ftftftE ftftddT ftf fftdTAT AYdT ft ft 3PTft ftlddddel ft 3Ed 
REE Aft fftm? RRAdTI AR ftfftA ftft ^TTRsIT AAAiEE ft Tjft ATTft AR ftft ART fftATAT 1.4.2010 ftf 
AapT fftT ft RTRA AdT fftdl ddl an | 3TAR ^RT ATd ftt Rift HER ft A fftAATRPjft cffttft ft ftRAT 
ATTft ft ART Add ft Jpft fthEft IJA> dfttft ft (deft ft Aft aff | AR ftfftd ftft ft RTRA an Aft 
ftft T jft ftdlddl'fl ft 3 iddd ART fftdl ddl an | 

AA RTftf ATdY ft AA RW fftdft Pl<Eeldl t fft ftft ART fftftf ftf AAR ft ftft AAR ATAT ftsrf^TAT 
AY T AAT Aft fftATAl Aft AAT an | dfft AREft ATA ft AT Aftcl ftdT t fft ftft ATRdft AT5n ftft 
AArT fft^fftl ft ATEA AREA AR REEft t dY ft Snnftf fft?ATRT fftdldl ^ fft ft ftftA ft 12 ft 
AT?,n ft 3fTER R fft ft fftftf ft A AAR AA RE Aft ATdTAAT fttR AT ft ftt^ ART ATAT ARoAT I 
ft 3TA 3TTft f^ ft 3RH ftAR ft A^d ftT5n ATAT ARo AT I ftft 1.4.2010 ft 3TA d<E ftft 3TAAT Adf 
t^ft ftdAd 3ftR fftATtfftA? fftdT t dan ft STlAAft Ad 3TT?ARd ARdT ^ fft 3ITft ft ft RH^ft 
AfftEsJdT dan eHTA ft Adft ARdT Rif AT | ftft SITAft ARATJ ATaf AT t fft ftft AdftfftATAA ft 3TTER 
R ftft AHrYr 3TTfftfA> fftarfcT A dTcdd Aft EATA ft RRA ^R 3TTA ftft ftAT Aft fftdfftd AAeY ftf 
<5 TT ^ft | 

I I 3ITAR RT%d I I 

Ad fid 

ffAlft 26.9.2011 RdTR 3EIdftld 

ftfEE A1AR Aft 
STRanftf AfftR 
^TTRsIT fft?TAAA 

34. ATaff ftf RAaTIARA ftf Alfft ft ATA fftAAT ft RAfftPERT ft SRTApd ftfAR ATaff ftf ftdl^lftd AA 
3nft?T (ftdl fftd 5.1.12 Rff fftfft ftf ATaff Aft fftAT I 

35. ATaff ART AR^d vTAd fftfftld RA^ftPERA ft RAd: AA fft^Eft Pl<Eddl t fft AT9ff ft AT5A 12 

vTdffft ftfft ft d9A Aft ^Mldl f Adf fft RASTEAR ft RTAA vRTAft dRAl ft ft AR ATSA 10 ATRT AA Adl u l 
Ad ftf ARd,d fftAT AAT t I RARflAR'A ft AT9ff ft SETfftlldT ftf ATT%R ftf t fft dft ATETAAft AftY aff fft 
AT5A 12 ART ftf RJddl Aftfdd <Eld(dd Aft ftftf f | dff ATaff ATRdA ft ^RT ATd ft SETfftll an fft Rift 

ATSA 12 ATRT ftf RJAAT rYaTAR <Eld(eld ft ftftf dlftn dY RA5TTRAR ft RTAA AA (ft^dd ftf 3IAft RIARRT 

ftSTfftAl AAEA Ad AT5A 12 ART ft AART RT%d ATAT fftAT dfdT ARd, ftRA Alff fftAT AAT t, ?Rlft ftf Ad 
fft^Eft fftARdT t fft ATaff RASTTRAR ft RTAA ARdftPE ftf^EE Af T AdT AART ARft ft ^wfftATA ft 3TAAd 
an I ATaff ft ftffftEE RASA ft Afftnft?JT ft Ad AeftRA fftAT t fft W ARAT Add t fft ReY STERA^E 
daft Aft ffJATAR ftAT ft Aft?r fftAT an | AT? deftRslftf d t fft ftATAR <Eld(eld ART df)ATaff ft RoA ft 

ATaff ^T ATA ^RT 3TTaiiK R RnSTTRAR 31 ft (ftd fftAT ddl an fft RTRTft ftATAR <Eld(eld ft RTAST 3TAftf 

ftfftAl dl J ddl ft ART A??,n 10 ART Adlftf aff, dlft ftfSTAl Af T AdT A1SA 12 ATRT Adlftf dfftf dY rYaTAR 
•Eldfeld ART RIRTAA did 3TARTTfftd dftl dfdT I ATaff ART RAfffftRT CgRe^/42 rYaTAR <Eld(eld AA dgdld 
Ad ARRJd t (ftRift ATaff ATRT fftfA SRRftfftA t, "dYd-Afft ftft ATRT ftf Aft fttft RJAAT ATA ft 3RTRA 
RTTfftd dY Amfr t dY ftRT AAfpERR RAA fftAT An REEdT t I 

RdTSR ddftld ftlAA) <EAR 
RdT5R ATaff" 

vIAd ATaff ART RdTSTfftd SRRRRffftn ft ATA ATaff ft ATRT AA ATAft ft felR Aftft <EK U I dftl Addl fft AA 
ART ATd ft SETfftAI an fft dft Al^n 12 ATRT ftf RJAAT ftATAR <Eldfeld ft dftl ARd,d ARftY aff AT dft I 
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9iaff ft Tt^TTR 9519fdR ft 95511 12 9R1 ftY ^RT 5fift 9 ftfft 95T 95j> 95RR 9? ftY ^iRn ft fft 539ft 
99 file! 9199 9199 99 T T'jf|iM 9>1 '1<flftl<tR lJ l <1R|4 ft, 999J 9iaff fiRT \39d SRdteYffty 99 1996 4 
95ftl99 ft 9199 5f) 9ft) ft ?9lRlft 99 ft 9R99Y 9191 95flftY9599 959lft 95Y 9919 ft 9o9 ft 31T9R 9ftY 

99191 55n wiiii 99 ft dfiteiY 9191 ^Mrrr 9591ft ftY 919 ?9iRift ftY 9 ?r fftft 5511ft 9R9 9ftY ft 

5RYfft 9iaff fiRT 919 1999 5f) 2005 d95 999 95flftY955RT ft feR v39eP9 9 9fift 951 95Yft ««!<}), fft?99lftY9 
99 ftf^RRT 9ftY 995pl fft91 T RTT t I RT^-ff ft 9R 2000 ft pRpfd STRlftY ft 5^59 ft <PSTT 12 

9?1 RflSTT ddYYft ftY ft I RldRld (Regular) RflSTTsff ft 9R ft 9ftl5TT 53RfRf 959ft ft 95T99 9iaff 99 99 
95£R ft) 3JdT RTTf^TcT ftfdT ft fft 5jfi ftt95ft ft Rid Rift ft fftfftR WlY ft *J991 99T R>l d <£ 95R9 
9^fNY9RR 539lft 9R9R ft 9K99 ftY 9559ft 4 3lt9 99 9559 12 ftY Rl59 951 RfviRR <199fd9 ft 

9ftY 9RT 999 I 9Rd9 ft 3rRr191 3fR 999 3R193.fdT 9 Y 9 Y 9931-9931 9991 dY T 9 dftY ft, 9 teflfidft 99 
dft 9199 t I 99Rf 995 ftY Siaf^Tjf RP99f Rl<frddl ft % ftftl95 dY T 9dl ftY yfftfR 9ft 99T9T 9T 39191 
99^9^4 aft | 

36. RRI95 26.3.2007 9ft 995TP95R ftd, |dNI 99 ft 9Taff 9ft fftft^T 39 1% 995TP95R ft 9199 9Y9RR 
999fc99 99ft99 99ft, 1ftl59 99 91Tfft 9^ 99RT 99 939 999ft 99? 99? 9ftft) 9fcT 99tJ9 9lY | 9Taff ft 
9^9eT 915TT 10 9RT ftfft 99 ft) 99RT 999,9 fftRT I ^ftY ft 9? 9^9 ftl9T ft fft 9Taff 9ft 9Y T 99T 9ft wf 
9>T 9R yefY 9999 9-9 3lt9 9TT5TR999 ft 9199 9Taff 3T9ftY 9ftl 9Y T 99T 99T9T fttdT dY 9T5TR999 ft 
dPiftRld 9ftY fft91 9TRTT I 999 fftftcl ft 9? 91. ft) 91191 ft 9Taff ftY 3Rfftll9T ft) 919 ftY 9R9 ftfft 
9Y t 9 9ftY ft 939 ?9ft RrrY Rl^ddl ft fft 9Taff ft 9ft) ftftl91 9Y T 99T fYlRlftY ftR ^9 919 ft 9cf)9lfft 
99 31999 89 fft 9ft) ftfftcp 9Y T 99T 9?Y 991199 9Rft 99 99 91599PR 99 999 ft dRdd ft)9T I 

37. 919 9Taff 919 99J9 Ex-w/63 ft 3f99)9R ft 99 9lfft9 ft fft Rdlft 2.6.2007 9?Y 9Taff 919 tft 
9ft 99J9 3T9ft) 39ft99 ft 99ft 319ftY ftfft9? 9Y T 9dT 99 1996 ft ftft^Y 9ft?,lT vlaYYft 9dlft) ft ft) 9Taff 
ftY ffta9T9ffftdT 939 ftfft9? 9Y T 99T 159lft ft 939 9ft 9lfft9 9R91 ft I 9Taff ftY 99H ft 31919,991919 ft 
999 913R ft fftxotfi ftfft 9fYl9T3 9ft) ft I 999 Raifft ft ft) 9? 99)9 ft fft 9Taff gRl ftRl91 9Y T 99T 
159lft 99 9919 fft9T 99T 3fR 999?) 93R ft 9Taff 31999 39 939 99ft 919 ft9T 9199 fft91 9911 

38. 9iaff gKl 99 ft) 9519 991 ft fft 919R95R ft 999 ftfft95 9Y T 991 9 f 9fftf9 ftfft 9919 dftf TJIJI 
991 ?9 999 ft deftfelftld ft fft 99 9591 12 919 ft) 9YR91 9iaff ft 9959 ftY 9ftY ftY dY ?9 919ft ft 
dRpftd 9ftft ^IJdTO 959ft 951 95R U 1 9ft) ajT | 

39. 9iaff fi RT ft9R,fftd ft) 3199fftY 9ftY 9fft91 99 ftY 31T9Rd 9?) 9ftY ft fft 9R1 25 995 95T 31^999 
9R 9ft ?9191 991 ft) fftfft 999 dftY ft 939 99ft 240 fftl ft 559191 ft91 9R ftY aft ^effty 5jft 99lftY 
fftdl 59RT 9lffty 3JT I ^9 9Rft ft 539fttelftl9 ft fft 9R9fftl5 fftlfcl 9ftY ft fft 55R 53 ft RmRld 959Y 5^) 
9fft91 3PRlftY 55Tlft clftY 539 9t99 ft 95 ft 99R ft 99 939 31RT fft 9iaff 95T 999 919R95R ft 999 
539ft 9R1 IftlSll ft 9R3LT ft 9 91,9 3)ftY 1J99T 99(9 959Y 939 9ftY ftf?195 9YR91 95Y ^5Tlft 99 9fftni9 
ft 99 fft99 ft 95199 9913T) dYfftW ft) ft I 5399 Raftft 9 ft 5|RcRd 951 99 999 ft fft dYfftfl 5R 599R 
fft391 99 9HNftl 939Y 5R 31T91R9 ft | 

40. 55lftT 995 9R95 ^R^fftRl 99R fftftftY?R9 fft^ll ft ft) 9ft) R991T 99 4Y995 99R Tpf ft) 9J9cY 
ft 91^ ftfft 95T 999 ft ?9 9R5f ft deeltelftld ft fft fftftftY?199 ft 919ft ft 9d9aff ft Rte«fi 99 3119)9 
39 fft ^ftfft 999ft) ft 99 ft fftir 9^ 3fTft99 93d,9 ftY dY ft ft9.919 af 99 99R. (3lft91R9) 9319 lift 
ft 999199 199 ft 99 995rTftl ft iR ft feR 3R,9R ftftl95 ftfRdl 955TT 9 919 aft da-TT 9559 12 ft 50 
9fcRR 91 ?9lY 559lft 9991ft d39 ftR. 99 99R. 5R9 39913ft 3lft 9ft ft I 9?9aff ft 319ft 9RdR|515 
ftfft95 9f T 9dl 5?9Rff 3fk 9995fft 5R ft 31lft99 ft 999 95f 9559 11 9R1 (9199 ftftud5ft) ft 9dl911 
9993ft 99 999 99919ft ft 519 99 ft) 9911 91999 ft) 91191 919 9?9aff 5ft ftf5l95 9YRdl ft 995R1 ft 
5919951ft ftft 99 315ftRiaft ft 9?9aff 9ft ftfft95 9YRdl ^5d^ 999 ^ifftlcH 959ft ft Sllfty ft Sllftftd 
fft91 3f)9 fftllftft 5599 ft 5399R1 95919R 5R 9Yft 919R 9d9aff 9ft ftcll^Rd ft 9^ ft 9p>5g9 fft911 
fftlTftR SlftRfR 9lRl95lft ft 59Rlft?l ft fft^^ 9?99ft 5ft spfftr tel IR vi| 5ft ftRlft ftte.fi 9d9aff ft 
HRftl9 9^9 RI9M9 ft 9R51 Rd 9lftl<R 99d,d 5ft | 5399951 9ft 539ft ft 919 HRftl9 53^9 RI9M9 ft 
99 4R| fft 9TJ9ift9i ft99T9 T J II f (discriminatory) an 9ft(ft ftlftftY^R 0 ! fft91 ft 9F9fftld 919ft ft 9ifi,9 
995 31*9 95ft9lft ft) fi I cJR19 ft 919ft ft SlftWiaff ft ft5RT 9Y 5jft ft ffty ftd9 9f^ ft9ift 5*9 fiu^l^l 
9lRd fft91 an | 9Rftl9 9^9 -9T9T9R ft 99 ftY 9191 fft SfftRliafi fiRT ffterfRd ftffftfi dY T 9dl 9Kftl9 
ftffteiR ft 313^9 14 ft 9eft99 ft aft | 9Rftl9 53^9 RI9M9 ft dfi^teK Rd 9lfft99 5f5f|5^R ftY fftdfi) 
Rte^ 3f5ftdliaff fftqY55195 ft 9Rftl9 95lf59 RI9M9 ft 5{R51 315ftdl 95{3d 5ftf | 

41. 9Rftl9 nftid RT9T9R ft 9951 99 999 R9K u ft9 99 fft SPftdTiaft 9RT 3R919ff ft Rr fftftRd 
ftfft95 dYRdl ft 991 9RftR ftfftlR ft 319,9^9 14 99 519999 9Ydl t 3fR W spftdliaff 5ft) ftfil^lftd 
5ftl ft) 9ftY 5999 99T9 9RRaftcf9Y ft ft) fi I eJR IH fiRfiK 5fiY ft5RT fiY 5fft 5R ftd9 5|f^ ft95ft 5^f 999 5^f 
d,dR! ft ft9919 T jft t ? 
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42. ddd 4 snffeTTaff 4) Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd. v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers 4 4) '141 Rlf4 
^dd?arT ^ET ddeT 3RelH f4dT ddT HH4IE ddhd ^dTdTeTd 4 ddd ^dEvT 4) f4f4 ^ddTaTT 4l 4) 
1344)?K U I f^T-^TT 4 *tl*td 4 feP? S^qeptd quit XR RWe 4 UTtR 10 4 tut ^?,Tdj f47TT, “10. We have 

carefully gone through the aforesaid case law. In said case issue involved was not whether or not maximum 
qualification can be fixed for a Class-IV/ Grade-D employee, nor was in said case the employer appears to be either 
state or instrumentality of the state. What this Court has held in Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd. (Supra) is that the court 
should not be led by misplaced sympathy. Paragraphs 9 and 10 of the said judgment are re-produced below; 

“9. Sri Vaidyanathan, learned senior counsel for the appellant, submitted, in our opinion not without 
justification, that the Labour Court’s reasoning bordered on perversity and such unreasoned, undue libeeralismand 
misplaced sympathy would subvert all discipline in administration. He stated that the Management will have no answer 
to the claims of similarly disqualified candidates which might have come to be rejected. Those who stated the truth 
would be said to be at a disadvantage and those who suppressed it stood to gain. He further submitted that this laxity of 
judicial reasoning will imperceptibly introduce slackness and unpredictability in the legal process and, in the final 
analysis, corrode legitimacy of the judicial process. 

10. We are inclined to agree with these submissions. In recent times, there is an increasing evidence of 
this, perhaps well-meant but wholly unsustainable, tendency towards a denudation of the legitimacy of judicial 
reasoning and process. The reliefs granted by the Courts must be seen to be logical and tenable within the framework of 
the law and should not incur and justify the criticism that the jurisdiction of Courts tends to degenerate into misplaced 
sympathy, generosity and private benevolence. It is essential to maintain the integrity of legal reasoning and the 
legitimacy of the conclusions. They must emanate logically from the legal findings and the judicial results must be seen 
to be principled and supportable on those findings. Expansive judicial mood of mistaken and misplaced compassion at 
the expense of the legitimacy of the process will eventually lead to mutually irreconcilable situations and denude the 
judicial process of its dignity, authority, predictability and respectability”. 

43. HH4)e WSd wjiitMd 4 4) mRrk 4 W 4 TTETT d&TT TBTET RftftarfcETf 3 4) 

u lj^K u i Rrar 41 4dT F [RRT 4) <ufl teet 4) tHui iq'p 1 ) hmi k'd cEEJTIT? Re street t4Wr dr? 

EGT’-ff 4f 4dT 4 dT? 4) dTeJTTd 4f 4) d4) TETT 4) dEdsff 4f 44 4 feH? RETT? d^4 tej 

RT414ET f4n I HH41d TfdT^d -dldldd 4 dM^ld -dIdIdd 4 RRrfa 41 4) cfSIT 3EftcTT9ff 41 

SEfleT 'tllRd 4)| 

44. dEEfrd TETfrtd -didldd 4 TRST f444t?EET 4 EEl4 4 3EflElT8-ff 4) TO 4 RETRT 

1994 II L.L.J. Page 888, S.C. (F.B.) : (2006) 13 S.C.C. 619 : 1994 A.I.R. S.C.W. 2534, Kerala 

Solvent Extraction Ltd.-Appellant v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers-Respondents 4 tutReet 

dddnq dd dcfdTd UdE D T 4 TEd4 4 dTETT 4 CffTd?dd? \'d UNTRUE TETdETT ^ PlHdd 

t 


1994 II L.L.J. Page 888, S.C. (F.B.) : (2006) 13 S.C.C. 619 : 1994 A.I.R. S.C.W. 2534, 

Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd.-Appellant v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers-Respondents 4 

"ddeft" d44d) 41 djjfl 4dT? 44) afJ | 3TRTTf§f4f 41 4P?ETT 4) ^ dTtf dd aft % SERE?)) 4) s)f§EE 
dJ^ddT d??TT 8 4 AtREE h 4) 44) dlhEl I dEdsff / SITdTsff 4 44EE dJ^ddT dd El) ddEd dd 

UTcJcr 14*11 vi?l4 3)d ) 'UK dd 15, 1974 4) dTSTT 7 vExfWf dT I TT-HI u I dd 4) d'Ejfcl Wt dd4dd 

dd ddfdT an Rh dddfl slfaEE 4P?ETT dJSTT 8 4 EdTdT h 4) aft | tEUJTTT? dvdaff dddT dTd ”dd4)” 

d44d) 4 EET ?j4)d^ dEtT4 4 TEEd dl ddT I SEftdTaff d4 ER ftEEEET f44) f4 TEd 4l ddEE? ?jd) 
TEjfh 4 3TTHR d? dtdaff 4 4td4) dTET 4) d) dd4 dtdaff d4 4lf4d 4) f4 dtdaff dddT ddl4 f4 
dd) d Wd4 f4^ ?4f^d 3 It 44 4 sreftd dd4dT4) 4) ETTd I dtd4f 4 ETdTd dr? dTdT f4 f4dd 
31df4 4 dd dTdTT 10 dEE an dan Wd4 dTd4 4 TTdTd ) ' ) jf4p4 Run? f4dT ETTd I drqct^trf f4adT TT^fcl 
4 rEPEd tEdaff 4) 4dT SEftcnaff dT?T f4dfdr 03 dl4 1989 4l dHIEI dd 4) d4) I dd -dldldd 4 31d4 
Rdd4 4 dd didr f4 ntdaff 4) n^fer f4adT n4f aft i -d i d i d d 4 dd sEtenftd f4dT, 

“According to the management if the candidates who acquired more qualifications than what is required in the 
notification are appointed there are so many practical difficulties as the qualification prescribed for the supervisors is 
only SSLC failed. 

But it is to be noted that the qualification is not the criterion to supervise and control the subordinate. There is 
no question of complex or any other things would arise if a supervisor is supervising and controlling his subordinate 
who acquired more qualifications than that of the supervisors. Therefore the contention of the management is that if the 
more qualified persons are appointed as Godown badli there would be so many practical difficulties would arise will 
not hold good.” 
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$FT ^dTdTRd ft RdTft ft fftF^ dFT,F Rd dlPldd ft dldftld W^d ^dTdTRd dft t?d>el41d ft Pfftd 

ft FFR 4 4 dd RdE-nRo PEdT, ". workers were expected to give correct information as to their 

qualification. They failed to do so. They were in fact over qualified and therefore ineligible to apply for the job. It has 
been stated that applications received from some over qualified candidate were rejected, The petitioner as also the 
workers are bound by the terms of Ext.P-1 which had to be given effect to. Over qualification is certainly, in the 
circumstances, a disqualification, which aspect the first respondent failed to grasp. Ext. P 10 in these cases is 
unsustainable and is accordingly set aside.” 

5. But, the learned Single Judge said that there would be no hardship or prejudice caused to the appellant if the 
respondent was reinstated. The learned Single Judge said; 

“.As a special case and not by way of a precedent, the petitioner shall not implement the dismissal order 

and let the two workers continue in employment as directed.” 

45. HMftld T?<Eel41d 3 TECJFR Rd dTpEET tellRui dft I T?d> eBfld ft Prftd ft dldftld tgr^fTd 

3 FTFlld ftfftTTF ft RF^ftd 226 ft RFFpI Rd SPfteT ^fT RTFR FT tellRul dft fft RF^ftd 226 ft 
RRFfd feiudifld JJRT dFTTSlF ft feP? dd vFFJdH FdRF F# FT I tel u d41d ft Rpftd ftl Pr-mI 

RftlRTEff ft RiftR FF|F dft | dHftld feE-dilld ft Ppftd ft Pr-RI 3Pfter ft’ dldftld FdRd FJdJRd ft 

SPfler 'Efl'EK dft FFT FF -dldldd Fd dldftld RSF ^dTdTRd £TF FTRf PHd dft 3ETTFT dRft ft? FF 
FTdTRd ft FFST FEJS-ff dft dlPl<EI 'tdlRvd dft | dldftld Fdl^R -dI d I cH d ft Phftd ft FFR 6, 7 Fd 8 ft 

dd RdF | Rd PbdT, "6. Sri Vaidyanathan, learned senior counsel for the appellant, submitted, in our opinion not 
without justification, that the Labour Court’s reasoning bordered on perversity and such unreasoned, undue libeeralism 
and misplaced sympathy would subvert all discipline in administration. He stated that the Management will have no 
answer to the claims of similarly disqualified candidates which might have come to be rejected. Those who stated the 
truth would be said to be at a disadvantage and those who suppressed it stood to gain. He further submitted that this 
laxity of judicial reasoning will imperceptibly introduce slackness and unpredictability in the legal process and, in the 
final analysis, corrode legitimacy of the judicial process. 

7. We are inclined to agree with these submissions. In recent times, there is an increasing evidence of 
this, perhaps well-meant but wholly unsustainable, tendency towards a denudation of the legitimacy of judicial 
reasoning and process. The reliefs granted by the Courts must be seen to be logical and tenable within the framework of 
the law and should not incur and justify the criticism that the jurisdiction of Courts tends to degenerate into misplaced 
sympathy, generosity and private benevolence. It is essential to maintain the integrity of legal reasoning and the 
legitimacy of the conclusions. They must emanate logically from the legal findings and the judicial results must be seen 
to be principled and supportable on those findings. Expansive judicial mood of mistaken and misplaced compassion at 
the expense of the legitimacy of the process will eventually lead to mutually irreconcilable situations and denude the 
judicial process of its dignity, authority, predictability and respectability. 

8. In this case, we have no hesitation to hold that both the Labour Court and the High Court have erred. 
We allow the appeal, set aside the orders of the Labour Court and of the High Court in the writ petition, and dismiss the 
dispute raised by the respondent before the Labour Court.” 

46. ftlFR RFR dft ft FTFcl ft F^f F9d k'd FRRFpldl dft ^Rddd ft ?F PlM>ft FT IT fft FdF 

Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd. - Appellant v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers-Respondents ft 41 4 141 fftPT 

cddFFT dftdM FlFcf ft tjyfa: RIF dfcft t FFT ftl PftftftlFFF ft FTFcf ft 41 Fftl fftPl cddTFT ^ FTaff 
ft FdRF 4 dftf Fdd F# eft RT Fduft t I FdF Fd'kl rdTFdT d fftTefFF ft 3ITFR FT 4 IjF pEddf FT 
^ fft FTaff 4 ddF FfftdT 4 RFftl TtREE dRdFT T5FEET ddF dlRld f^TT t I RSFT RFT Wf Pl'k1R u l 
cEPj/flR ftFF RIFT t I 

47. RFI cEE f^dlil ^ Pl'k1K u l RT t ft W ftRR ^TTT TTTsff RT 

vlRld WI f4RfF 4 1d 1? TEF^f ft deei<sl41 d ^ 1% ETETT 25—FT Tlf^FT RT 3)d ) 'd'< u l dR RTS-ff dft 

ft^dTgdF IftFTT 4 ldl 1? t?d ETTF 25—FT ^ 3FJETCFT ft RTfsR d41 gldl ^ F E?lf41 4 l41 

^ I (ftxotS dlftl F5T RT REET ^ 1% dft RM5T SKI FTFft dRft ^ dRFI ft^dTgdF dR fftdT 4 ldl dft 

fftf^l t ddlf^ Wflft PldRld ?lft dft ^ftdT Rdf^l ijjft dR eft aft | FFSEF ft t 

dFTdeTr FT FF FFfft t % FTsff r! PldRld dRft ^1 ddftdTftl TR fftFTT ^1 dPTF TUFF Ff 

F?f aft TFEEET dft ddd drift dlftt d> d<N dU TJEd FRET ft 3TFIT Ph FTH-ft ft ^ftftEE dl 4 d d I T54l41 
Eft fftlFdi dTd ftdT ft pEddFF dft ddftdlftl dft dftl fftlFft dftf fftfftdJ ddfl F# FFR CUTcft | FTaff STF 
did dl FTF ftF Tjft dR ftft ft dft dd T5F f41 ftl RT FRcft fftr dft fftfft fftxotS ftF ft dfftRd dH 
d FT fftdT RTd I 

48. 2014 LAB. I. C. 4266 (FdT^d -dldldd) FjftR fftd dFFT RFFT ftftRT, dRdRH ftdftR, ft'FR 

RT ^FTTFT FT’-ff F?,T dft FFE ft ?F dd FFJF fftdT FdT t PE FTdTpTdRF sJTF ?F fttftl Rld> 
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ter mf te ft nmjfft ft smR 9\ r feiiRui nRY ten » mite; mf tem ftrnr mn ft mn term 
nmrft nnft fft fclfft ft fte vjTRT mfRn I ^TT te ft mfttelftld R % fcpTffT ftf TEim ft iliRlchT ft 
te ft TfT^fcT ft STEIET T\ r Alltel mmY ft TTmtelH mYR TTTT nRY TTTTJTT ftf mft R nTnYcTET ft ftf 
ftmT mYR neftm nRY R SET: ?m ten, m teK u l ftf STramEEnT nRY R fft mte<EI ft IftelH ft nm^fft ft 
3TTETR mr tellRui Rim HTfRn m nRY I TTTdm ^NUAI ft STHTTR SlRteaff *ff v’^41'/ fftft, nnmnmr, tedini 
ftmfnr, TR^TTHT, mftY fftmn ft THAT ERTI% n mBT mmf ft te? mnaff ftf fftmUTH O'! UTTT 409 HT. ft 
ft. ft SEErm Rn, 1993 ft -i| I R| <*, nRmftn ftf mmTern ft mftfftn ^Tf ft temft mnftf ft d*[l>d ftf mff 

aft | spn * 11*1 ei 4 mmft P'l't^dl'Tl 15.9.1994 ftf T?,R Site 15.11.94 ftf uHTFET mr n,mT t» TJ I teni<E 27.10. 
94 ft SItR^T ft mm SEETTET <Ellftd mtel mim ftf mjftPT fft? ftf ftmft nTETmum, dtelHI ftnftnr 
fftrTEI, ft TRTET mT ftf 1 nmaff ft ftf mjftET fftn ft! vdHHd m? T5mf ft nm temTT teelim an fft 
nYmjnn ft -i O'! mft ftmr ft nnnaTf [fti <t>\; ten ^iteii mtAj 11.7.2002 mf ftnEjIftr mr mnaff ft ftm 
nftf ten ?nft nm sm munem mf n,n,ft teR^n w\ ^nunera ^ tete 22.5.99 nR stenaff R n?,T R 
RrRfn ^et Rnr *f ^nrarfteT nan stenaff gnr tesft temn niter ettR RrfaT R 

i?te terfRr tee 60 ntera nan terfRr ^ Rifar R Rnr *f ^nfarfnnr ^fl RrfaT tee tem ^nn 
tn, RniR mRn teni nte n^n ^rmTcm ^ 22.5.99 R ante R ter^ 1.4.10 ^ ante R snfrer 
'Efl<EK ^5f sfk nmR nf tenrpn tn, tgimRIh nr tern -nmid^i nf n^Ncfn sn^^r R se^ttet 
niaff «fr Rfn R ntef R tera nterm R srjte 311 (2) (4f) R ctt^ nf^I R Rr^ nr tem 

R mar nmR nf ^n RrRfn wt an 1 sm muncm ^ 17.5.11 R 3nR?T R Rtem nf mm mter (time 
bound) sraanRn nr tsttRet nr ten 1 terte 17.5.11 ^ sn^^r ^ ter^ snfRnaff tRr snfter nrnter mn 
mmum ^Rr ^nmfln 14.11.11 nf snem m Tsnter tet f^ srj^TEfrteE mREERf tet Rm R 
nmfm 7 ff m amte umtei *f ^ am: TRnrsfn srmmnm n^f ^1 14.11.11 ^ 3 eR?t R Rmg snffer 
nrntei Tspirnfm 9.1.12 nf snam m tsttRet ^fr Rr nmaff nEnftn nterm R srj^Rn 311 (2) 
(m) R smnfn nnm nte m nnfn nr spfrmaff tRr RnR 21.10.94 nf mmn nff t erRE mtenaff 4 
term mr 2002 R ftem nfRm R mmn R nrnm 11 mtefn nte ^ nmmfm nf ften R 
srRmRmm m sRenREEm n num nmRr qte ^Rl 1 nrntei ^ ftefn ^ ter^ mrfm rnmum 

^ mtenaff tel mte teten nan snfRnaff nf Tlnnf jnrmfnnT nter sftnrteE tem nter ^Rr Rrfar 
terfm 2.3.05 tI tem ^nn mr arm nRrnnft mn tn, srjnfn nnm n?r 1 ^n ^mmr ^ maff tR nte R 
mfnm nan mi nRRarRr R ml^ nnn n# tef m mErfr 11 

49. 2014 lab. 1. c. 2822 (<Edf<i<E vEn mmum) ttefR ^eite'E Rte m4 wft Rrften 
RtefR pn arm mmn mn. teRr \m sun R mten mr tejnn tef ^GnmmftnT mnf nl term TlnRl 
6 ci R 4 nR l *11*1011 nnm sfteilRim mTnTRrmmr mt nnr RmR mrnTRrmmr *f t n 1 c. 
Rr^m ^R mar mRn ten Rr Rmflmn ^R nnf nm Rtenf mmn ml nan nrnflmn temn nR nf te* 
nnft nmf m Rr^ter nrra 1 mr Ri<tm iff an f<R Rrnfnnr Rr^ter R srmsnn rnnran mf anm R ntet 
nan RmfRn Rm nmm tel mnn mtemn nR nftem ^*fr mnEmr miRr mRRf 1 nnmrer R mmTREEmT 
R snRm mf n,ntofr Rf ReR nmERf ^R n?n m,om ^R stthr mr nmRrn mn mmTom ^Rf mERlm R 
RrRfn tet 1 Tjom nR mnf R tem nR nmr ^R nn mm mn fR? tem nmRrn mn mroTorn ^R 
RrRmEjmr cRm srmTom R ^om mr mtemn ml mruR mr ^R te R RrafRm mrR ml ^nrr t mmn, 
Rrnn R^R mmRnm ^Rf snjnRr n# RR am: nrnr Rrnn nR nnn nTmRn mn mroTorn mr ?n Rf mn 
nf teRmm ntemn ml teRter mr nTmftn mn mmTcTn ^R tete mT mem mmf ml Rnrr 11 mmftn 
mn mmum R nmmTTl nR mnnfcr ^R snamr m m,cm ^Rf mflmfR nnm mr w. mnr? ^R snmr ntemn 
ml mnRfter mrR R^ fRRm fRnr 1 n?,i n> 1R nR mnnfR ^ sr^mn tem Rnn, sr^mRf mn nn tem 
Rm mT mn ura nRf Rim am nm R teRnm nn R nTmftn nmmftn R mnn mftmr n,cm m 
mtnfRn teRn m! term mrR Rf nT^n nft nR mTter Rf mft 1 nnrnnm mmftn mn mmTmn nft 
mmRfn R mrn tenfnm R mfter ?n mnEr m mrn,n nR te nnrniR Rf nnm nR mnf m nrnrfcr R 
mnnjn mmftn nnfm mmTmn R ffttem teRnf mi Regulation R fRmn mmftn nmmftn gm nnftmn 
mf nmnlRjin mrR <R rnmn R mrmRm (mandamus) mft nft tem m nmm nnYte Rnr mrR ft 
arRantemm mmn ft tel aft 1 nn ft merEr ten nm te Tjom nR tef mmmfRn mte ft ^R mmft ft 
ftft mm nrnftmft ftr ftT^fft to nft ft! nft aft ^n rrmn mrft ftm,te n RR nft nmft ft! aft 
fftnft rnmft mm ftr etett 291 mT ntemr ^sit t tenftr 5 mm nft ft m nmft 1 nrftmn ftr mrm 
ft rpftte ft mnn w nnn nft nft fft mmft mrm ft ftrR sifter nft nTn,n t writer nfR teftnm ftf 
sifter termn R^ nmn ftf nnft t ft mftmn mm ntenm mtemT R nT^n naft mr ft sifter ft 
tenmn ft mnn term ten mm, srn: nmmm ftr mrnrfcr ft nrmftn Tsnmftn R ftnrjte ft nutterm 
siTRm nan nTftmn ^rm rnfftn srjftn ft snfm R tenmn Rn, nmn ten 1 

50. nTftmn snjmar mr nft 2003 ft ^nte R te^nn in? ft ftr mn 2004 ft ftfftnT ftf smfft ftr 
mmter m nufteT ftf ftmft mnnn Rift aft fftmft nmET mftft mmftn mn mmTern R fte mtemT 
nmjn ftf aft fftmft nanfRarte mnR mmf mT sitR^t ttsn an 1 tenim 3.7.90 mf mmftn mn mmTern 
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ft Pd dlPl<bl Pl'kllPd dR dTfttd'd UTdT f^RfhfcTT ft dTdST ddddl dfcEtdd dt Pl'kllPd dRft dT 3dftdT 
f^TT I Pi ft dd I ft 28.1.10 dt dPftdd tel I Pul dRcf q,q PiqqPd qft dd RTT&T ftt fftdTd 1.3.10 dt dTfttdd 
ftt ftdTft dldTET ddft dd 3dftdT ftt dR PldT | qdE& pR^sI 3f|sft Pl<b -d I d I fftdRR qidT dlPd ddTd fftdTd 
19.8.11 dd deei^sT vER fftdl ddT ft | 

51. Hldftld teRqifld ft RRTST dq ddT PdKd ftd, ddlH q,3d fft ddT dlftd u l ftt ftdT >HdlPc 1 
"ftdftt” 9ft 3fP ddT ddd ParfcT ft ETRT 25-qd ft dTpETEd RTdftftd qtft ft ? \TRT ddT dq lftdK u iftd 
aq fft dTdqfPq dTcff ft ftpTd ftt dftt ftdT >HdlPc1 3qft?T fftft ftqd aq ? fftftd ft ddvR 13 ft dldftld 
d^d -dldldd ftt teRqifld ft daqParfcT dddd Rdft ft 3qft?T ft SrPdcd ft dft dqft ftt 3Elfft ft dRftdd 
SKI dft dftt ftdT dft 91 Kl 25—ft ft vidftTd ftrj pRRR dft J l41 ftdT 3TdE||Pd dft qd dd'J'dK ETRT 

25-qdl ft dTpETEd ft BedEld ft ftdT dHlPd 3ETEqPq dft I ftdT dHlPd ft 3qftqT fftdTd^ 1.3.10 dft 

^RddTdf fftdRTfftd an qdTfeTq dRT 33 sfhatPEb fftdTd SlPlPfdd ft dTfftETEd ft fft^ ^dldHlPd dd 
3qftqT 3Ed,ffttT qft SlftET SETETtPcT fftbdT ddT I dldftld teRqifld ft 3qfPd pERTTfftT dRft q,q fftftd ft ddvR 
21 ft 3) ftl d iaff dft Prftfftd fftvdT, “21- In view of the facts, circumstances and submissions narrated hereinabove 
and in order to do complete justice and to bring the litigation to a quietus, it is found to be necessary and in the interest 
of justice to direct appellant- BESCOM to pay to the workmen concerned full back wages at the rate last drawn by 
them and also to pay to them all the terminal benefits due as on the date of payment as if their services were then being 
terminated afresh, in compliance with the provisions of Section 25 F of the Industrial Dispute Act, after continuous 
service from the date of their entry into service till the date of payment. The workmen shall also be entitled to any other 
statutory benefits such as gratuity or any other terminal benefits to which they may be entitled under the Rules and 
Regulations of BESCOM as may be applicable to the workmen, as on the date of their termination of service now on 
payment of all such compensation and benefits, it is clarified that unless and until the amounts of terminal benefits as 
aforesaid are paid to the workmen, they shall be deemed to be in continuous srevice of BESCOM and back wages and 
terminal benefits shall be calculated and paid accordingly, each of workmen shall also be paid by BESCOM the sum of 
Rs.3,000/, by way of costs, they shall also be entitled to the statutory benefit accruing to them under Section 25H of the 
I.D. Act.” 

52. <tciftM dTdft ft dTftt dft ftdiq Pldfftrl dft fcfP-T 1.4.10 fEb—q<t> *116 ft> leR Ift'tvIlPd 9,ft sfhl 
STprET fftTOR 1.12.11 Tf 31.12.11 ftft, 9ft | TfT9ff ^ ^9RTEJTTR ^STlft Rni<b 5.1.12 rEb TftlT ^ft ft I IRT 
WR HT9ff ft dhldK ftdT dft t I Ex-w/31 ^drTET fftdTR ft W RT%T t fft? dT9ff ft 1.4.10 ft 31.3.11 
dd^ d>R 365 fftd dd ^drTTd dTET fft^dT t ^JT 3RE1R dd 240 fftd ft ^Tft ddldK d^Tft dRft ft riad ftf 

ftlftl t I RTaff ft dTdft ft etrt 2- (oo) (bb) ft dTfft-TTd dftft' fttft t dddE dTaff ft dTdft 

ft ETRT 25-tEb ft dTphTTd 3ll<hPfd ftlft t dft ^Rlft STJdTcRT ft fftdT ftdT >HHlPd 3nftdT fftfft pRotsJ 
*IMI wftdT 4>!'d ) 'd*d*ET ft dTaff dft d'bdlg dft fttfcRT ft ddft ftdd dd Wdftt ^3)Null ft ftt 3)d J l 
3)d' l l ftt ftd^ fftdTfftd 5.1.12 dft ftdl^lftd SnftdT ft TTT9T fftft dft ft fuRlft ft fft E|RT 25—1^5 dd 

3rd,dTRd (ftdI ddT ft I dTaff ft vTdd dd ft fttftt ftd^ fftdST dft 3Tdft dd Ex-w/58 fftdffftd 9.1.12 
ft dT£dd ft dTdCf dR fftft ft Pldft dT9ff ft dd dtdT ft fft ddftf ftdhft Slftei trft ftddd^ftt dftft ft 
dHIkl ftt dftt ft dan fftddT ^bT dd dRd Slftenfftb dd 31dPd ft I ddd fftarfft ft ft d^T dd ^bT fft 

fttddi <bdR ftt ftdlft 3Ranftt ddftft ftt aff dRyj pTdfftl fftftl ft fftod pRjfftl dfftdT dd dTefd dR 
dft ftdT ft ddTanfftl fftdT ddT aq fftft Prdfftl fftdT RTdT an 3ftd TRlftt dfftdT dRR ftt ftt dftt aff 
fftddd ddftrd fftdftt dTftt ftt dfftdftSTT daq ddTdeft dd ddeT^T 3lfftftrd ft ftt dTlfftl dtdT t I TEdpERT 
dfftftftcT ft EIRT 25-ftb dd dTcRT 3IN^d<b aq fftddd ddftd STJdTcRT fftdT ddT t dd ftdT dHlPcI ft 
fftd 3TddTdT ddT dftdd fftfftdEd t dd 2014 LAB. I. C. 2822 (<bd(<2<b TRd ^dTdTRd) ftdefk ^ftfftgd^ 
fftftt dkHI^ dddftt fftfftftd ftdoftd dd 3Pd ddTd dd- «dtPl dd 3Pd ft dTdft ft dTaff ftf dftf ddd 

dftt Pftrftt ft I 

53. 2014 LAB. I. C. 2643 dftNd ^dTdTRd), ^dftdT dtdR fftftftt ...SqftcTTaff, ddTd ft dft fft^dTedft 

fftftpft....d?daff ft sqfpqaff «ld ^dddT^dR ft dd dd dRI9ff ftt ft dftt ft fftdftb 30.12.1992 
ftf f%dd ^d aftd sffftfPbb fftdld 3rfftPrdd ftt Eqq 25-ftt ft STJ^id ftdT ftt dHlPcI ftt fclfft fftdbb 

28.7.98 TEb ftdT fftft I 3 qfleliaff ^T d^afd aq fft \Rlft 6 d^ft 11 ^! ddf cld^ ftdT dft dd drft^ dft ft 240 
fftd ft bdTdT ftdT ftt dddj dvdaff ft 3PftRT9ff ftt ftdTft ?dfftd TTdTAT dd ftt ddtfft spftdqaff ftt ftdT 
fttj dfttdcT 3TdPT TldTET ftt dftt aff 3ftd 3TTft ftt ftdT ft fftd dfttdftcT (sanction) dftt aff | ftdRTdTpcT ft 
pREd dTaff ftt 3ndPd aff fft dtfcRT dftt ftf dftt daq T5dftt ^STldEq dftt fftdT ddT d dtfftd ft ddft 
ftdd fftdT ddT fuRlft ETRT 6 dd d.d. 3ttfttfftd fftdTd SrPlPldd dT deddd ^3TTI dd ftt <bSI ddT fft 
sqfteqaff dft Prgfftr Taqftt dd ft fftdEfT dft dftt aft ft fft -i vRTdft Pi d,fftd 3Raqftt rffd dd 1992 ft 1998 
cfd dft vr| i eft dftt pjRTdd ddftdd 3Td,pRT aq ddtfft Bd P^fftd ft fttd fttd dR fftd dT STdRET RdT ddT 
ft 3ftd dT dTR ftt ftdT ft 3TRT ft dft dvdaff ''ddft^fftd" ftt dfttd ftft dft ft dd ftdT ftt 3Tdfft dftt 
fttd dTq dftt T5: dTq dqftt dftt ft I dd ftt <bbl ddT ft fft dft TR did ft 3TdT ft dvdaff gRl ftdd dfe 
ftt ftt Eqftt dftt ft i qq mr q?d9ff qr titr ft sett ft ftdT qnifPi qd qftfdftPT dT sqftdT ftft dft ft i 
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SPfteTTsff EH ET2JH t % B'H'bl fRl^Rrl RRr R^ tR Eft hRhTHT R 3TTW[Rh t | SET 

^TTHTETH 4 flHTTTHTfPl Elf 3 THPtH SIHUTRh E7T RhH 4cTH TTRh EpTT 4 [JH^ffHHT EH STTpET HTPtI 
RnTTI SET ^TTHTcTE Ef HHTS e) R^ ■HM'flE H^H ^TTHTcTE E?1 ^E>d4)d R RtRcT fR HTpTEH RRhT 
E>) TJH TTGiaff Elf PldflTH RniT 1% 414) Elf STfcPjfcf E> ^PT 4 VE> cTRT WHIT ^IWS El VET 4 3T9-TET 
ER 3THT eR I RET 4 E/EVarfEHT EH 3TT4ET HH41 e H^H EJTHTcTE 4 pK>K1 EEJ RhT | HEUfR H^H 
ETTHTcTE R PfR R Rv^ HH41 e Vpff^H ^THTTcTT 4 SPfleT 'bflEB'! Bp TfE SET ^TEITcEI ^ pFpI B?1 

*jffe b? 1 i heePb vtbRb ^tettcei 4 h? stbmtPh Rett R> set ^tettcet vh hh41b h^h ^tettcet, ePP 
4 nr Pi^4 Riii &tt Ph UEEsff gm Eft hR) ReeiRtT "T5d41” s-fT, tfvft fRifcr 4 3i 4) di&ff bP vIbt 4 
^HTsrfw b) sitPet bP heth e/eet aiPpjPf hath ehR eh sttPet htPh bf bhPh bP i 2014 lab. i. 
C. 2643 (vRNb ejtHTEET), TJBpET BETTV RPP) ...STpRmff. EHBT Pvuf R-dleBp 3 u dLsflHT RtPRa.... 
HvBsff Tffr 'HH'ki H«T tR HPfWcElY H&TT Sp PlHHl 'TBIT Hp ^ HETvf Bp HWT \'B HpRajPEp Bp TJcETT 
R EES t R? Sp PPTBT BTHTV Tpf ^ HETcf P vTBH ^NBHT R Bp^ ERE HsP eft HTT >HB>d) t I vTBH 
ETHETT tR PtRPFT R 3TTHR BY P Ppse 4 ET ^ f% PHIAT sJRT TTET ^Re EH 3rR?T EpTE EE RRr 
TTHE t I R^ ELsHT Et EH Pl>k1K u T EE^ETT Rhe ETET t | 

54. E?,TE)TEt El eRtEHhY EE EE^ EH8 -fH P EH^ ETE EEJE ET5E \'E RRtET ^^EEeY E^l EEE 
iHTEET \'E pRpHE El ATTHR E\ r P ?E P^E)4 EE ^ Rt Rff^E I'e>, RtEHHE, ETHEE ATEpE ^ EE^TE 
ETE RHTET 5.1.12 Tf ETaff sft 41 eE? ETHTE Hp E?l EfE EHtPE E?T Ei 144141 EpTE EE RRfEHE t EE 
ETaff HTpIH CTUjErH ET4 EH HETHTE HR t | ETaff eR HTpIEH HEHETE ^ETRe eR ETTcff t I -HIE P u f E E pTJ 

4 Ret PRet eh hthe heh e^ete Ret httht 11 ehth he^ttte etRh Rtht httht 11 

55. EHTH Eff eRtRtR E/RPt ETEEHE Erf 3ftdlPlE> RETE STRiPiEH 1947 HTET 17 (l) ^ STeRh 
EEHETHT af 4Pci Eft HTTE | 

HEH EIRE, RHTEftH 3TRTEHR 


M fEErff, 9 3TW, 2016 

ETT.3TT. 1702.—EeRR TFE RET 3tRReH, 1948(1948 EE 34) Eft HR1-1 Eff EE-HR1 (3) IRT EEET ElfEEHT EE 
EER EtR fir RRe HTETR PdASKI 01 PdHT, 2016 Erl EH ElRl R HE P REE EHEI t, PtE<=bl EEE 3 tMeEH R 
3T«TTE-IV (44 E 45 HR! R fHETE R ElR R 3UPE R f) 3T«TR- V sR VI [HTH-76 Eff EE HKT (l) 3fH ETO -77, 
78, 79 3Tp 81 E) fHElE R E?R R EETE Eft El ^Eft f| ET EEEH TTEHTF TFE R rdHPdRsId ^E1 P EEET fR, STEfE: 

EHT Ml fEREEETE 

1. EKI 

2. ElftETt 

3. IE 

4. ElefR 

5. WRH5 


[H. PH-38013/34/2016-PH.PH.-1] 
3TEE HfETE7, 3TEEHfEE 


New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016 

S.O. 1702 .— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been 
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following areas in the State of Rajasthan, namely:— 


Sr. No. 

Name of the District 

1. 

Karauli 

2. 

Jalore 

3. 

Churu 

4. 

Pratapgarh 

5. 

Bar an 


[No. S-38013/34/2016-S.S.-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 
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M ffefet, 9 31W, 2016 

RR.3TT. 1703.—RRpRRt 7FR Rfel 3#rfdRR, 1948(1948 RR 34) Rft RRT-1 W\ RR-RRT (3) £RT RRRT VlRkl4f RR 
R#R RRcf fir Rp^fa WFR y,d<SKI 01 PRdHt, 2016 R71 331 RRp?R fe dm 3 fferd TOft t, fwt RRd srfsrfwr Rp 
3T*RTR-IV (RRT 44 R 45 fe ftlRIR Rf R^Rf # 7R[?d ff f) 3TKRIR- V 3fe VI [RRT-76 Rlt 39 RRT (l) 3fe RTR -77, 
78, 79 3fe 81 fe fRRTR fe RRRl # RRTd RTt RT ^Rlt f] fe RRRR RRTfcdT 7FR Rp PlH PdRsId 3 3R[?d #rf, ST^lfd: 

RTR WIT ffeRT/^R RTT 3TJT 


1 . 

Efed 

2. 

fEdETETOTFJTT 

3. 

fERETRERJE 

4. 

feWj 


[E. TRT-38013/35/2016-TRT.RRT.-1] 


3TEEE%RT, EEdEfEE 


New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016 

S.O. 1703 .- 

—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State 

Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been 
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Karnataka where the 
Provisions of ESI Act, 1948 are already in force :— 

Sr. No. 

Name of the District/Area 

1 . 

Bidar 

2. 

Chikkaballapura 

3. 

Chikkamagaluru 

4. 

Kodagu 


[No. S-38013/35/2016-S.S.-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 


M ffefet, 9 3TW, 2016 

RTT.3TT. 1704.—RRpRRt 7FR RpRT 3#W, 1948(1948 RTT 34) RTt RRT-1 RTt RR-RRT (3) TJRT W tdPddRi RTT 

R#d rr?1 ifeRfa trrtr rr^et 01 few, 2016 rtt rr rrPq fe rr 3 ffeid tort) t, ffefei rrr srP^ffem ^ 
3TWT-IV (ERT 44 E 45 fe fwr fef RRdT # 3E[Td RT ^ t) 3T«EIE- V 3fR VI [ERT-76 RTt ER ERT (1) 3pR ERT -77, 
78, 79 3fe 81 E> fWR fe Rife # RETd RTt ET ^ f] fe EREE 3M Rfed TRE fe PdHPdRdd 3 RETd #t, RTEd: :— 


RTR WR 

TEETTm RE RTR 

1. 

J ikld(l 

2. 

Rffem jikmO 

3. 

RTTOT 

4. 


5. 

RREER 

6. 

ferdfE 

7. 

fEEEERET 

8. 

EpRERTRTR 

9. 

fEERRTRERR 


[E. TRT-38013/36/2016-EE.TRT.-1] 
3RRTfc, 3TETBfEE 


New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016 

S.O. 1704 .— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
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Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been 
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Andhra Pradesh 
namely:— 

Sr. No. Name of the District/Area 

1. East Godavari 

2. West Godavari 

3. Krishan 

4. Guntur 

5. Prakasam 

6. Nellore 

7. Viziangaram 

8. Srikakulam 

9. Visakhapatnam 

[No. S-38013/36/2016-S.S.-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 

M 9 33W, 2016 

<93T.3TT. 1705. — c b4'dl'G TDR #CfT 1948(1948 Rd 34) qft RRl-l ^ Rd-RET (3) URT dddd qrfddqf Rd 

TPTPT RRcl fq qP#d TRdTR U.d^KI 01 pHdHl, 2016 RTT RR dRptl qq 3 fdRd REd) |, Pd41+1 Edd stfffl d( 
33STR-IV (RRT 44 R 45 3TTRT ql t) 3RRRI- V sfk VI [RRU76 dPt Ed RRT (l) Slfc RRT -77, 

78,79 3fk 8i ^ fwi ^fr q?qr # q^cd dft I] dP RdRd q«dq^rr trr dP PdHPdRsid 3 qqqr qp), quid: 


jE.TT. 

ftlelT/^q q>T RET 

jE.TT. 

ftlelT/^q q>T dU 

1. 


12. 

<sK J llq 

2. 

T|] q | d 

13. 


3. 


14. 

T^TT 

4. 


15. 


5. 

ETK 

16. 

rerIh 

6. 

^dlfeER 

17. 

qddlH 

7. 

gl^MINiq 

18. 

fPn 

8. 


19. 

TIER 

9. 

uHdHpt 

20. 

RRETT 

10. 


21. 

UliEd'ld 

11. 

tEpngcrr 

22. 



[4 qq- 380 i 3/37/201 6 -qq.qq.-i] 

3T3fq q%d3, SRRqfdR 


New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016 

S.O. 1705.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been 
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Madhya Pradesh where 
the Provisions of ESI Act, 1948 are already in force :— 
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Sl.No. 

Name of the District 

Sl.No. 

Name of the District 

1. 

Rhind 

12. 

Khargone 

2. 

Bhopal 

13. 

Mandsaur 

3. 

Burhanpur 

14. 

Morena 

4. 

Dewas 

15. 

Neemuch 

5. 

Dhar 

16. 

Raisen 

6. 

Gwalior 

17. 

Ratlam 

7. 

Hoshangabad 

18. 

Rewa 

8. 

Indore 

19. 

Sagar 

9. 

Jabalpur 

20. 

Satna 

10. 

Katni 

21. 

Shahdol 

11. 

Khandwa 

22. 

Ujjain 


[No. S-38013/37/2016-S.S.-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 

9 31W, 2016 

TO.3TT. 1706.— TOfTOlt TITO 3#lfw[, 1948(1948 TO 34) TOT-1 TO) 39-TOI (3) TOT TORT ^rflRPTf TO 
TOTTR TORT fir TOTOT ifd^KI 01 fTOTOT, 2016 TOT 37T TOtll RT TO9 4 fRTOT TOft t, faRTOT 3TO 3?MWT 

3TTOR-IV (44 R 45 TOT RT fTOTO TOT TO4 4 TOfRT tf ^ t) TOTOR- V sfk VI [TOI-76 TO) TO TOT (1) 3fR TOT -77, 
78, 79 3fk81 f^TOR ^ TO^ # 7T^ 94 TO f] RT TOTOT fTOR TTTO RT ^HTdRsId ^TRf 3 TOTOT #1, TOTO: :— 


TO.TO. 

RHdl TOT HIH 

1. 

Mddl 

2. 

RMId^ 

3. 


4. 

4 J ,L4K|ii 

5. 

yd TOM 4,^ 

6. 


7. 

d'RHIl 

8. 

TO^dK 

9. 

W 

10. 

xllfddKH 

11. 

'ilK u l 

12. 

c^llefl 

13. 

4)d4^ 

14. 

ftfdK TTI'llTO 

15. 

sTTOTN 

16. 

'rfldlHtfl 


[ 4 . T3^-38013/38/2016-WRT.-l] 
3TTOT T#TTO, 3TTO3TfTOT 
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New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016 

S.O. 1706.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on 
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and 
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been 
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Bihar namely :— 


S. No. 

Name of District 

S. No. 

Name of District 

1 . 

Patna 

9. 

Gaya 

2. 

Bhagalpur 

10. 

Rohtas 

3. 

Munger 

11. 

Saran 

4. 

Bengusarai 

12. 

Vaishali 

5. 

Muzaffarpur 

13. 

Bhojpur 

6. 

Samastipur 

14. 

Bihar Sharif 

7. 

Darbhanga 

15. 

Buxar 

8. 

Katihar 

16. 

Sitamarhi 


[No. S-38013/38/2016-S.S.-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 
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